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SENATE.
Taurspay, June 24, 1909.

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D,
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of sundry medieal prac-
titioners of the United States, praying for the removal of the
present duty on Tansan mineral water imported from Japan,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BROWN presented an affidavit to accompany the bill
(8. 565) granting an increase of pension to William C, Hudnall,
which was referred to the Committee on Pensions,

Mr. DEPEW presented a petition of Bronx Council, No. 105,
Junior Order of United American Mechanics, of New York City,
N. Y., praying for the adoption of the so-called *“ Overman
amendment” to the pending tariff bill to increase the capita-
tion tax on immigrants from $4 to 10, which was ordered to lie
on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Retail Shoe Dealers’ As-
gociation of Jamestown, N. Y. praying for the repeal of the
g;:gly on hides and sole leather, which was ordered to lie on the

e,

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Amsterdam
and Syracuse, in the State of New York, praying for the reten-
tion of the present duty on sulphate of ammonia, which were
ordered to lie on the table,

Mr, FRYE presented a petition of the Carded Woolen Manu-
facturers Association, of Boston, Mass.,, praying for the adop-
tion of a certain amendment to Schedule K of the pending tariff
bill relative to the removal of the present inegualities oppressive
to the carded woolen industry, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE,

Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom
was referred the bill (8. 1441) authorizing the construction of a
bridge across the Missouri River and to establish it as a post-
road, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report
(No. 7) thereon.

MARINE HOSPITAL AT CHELSEA, MASS,

Mr. PERKINS. I am direected by the Committee on Naval
Affairs, to whom was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
59) amending an act concerning the recent fire in Chelsea, Mass,,
to report it favorably without amendment. I ecall the attention
of the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Longe] fo it.

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the joint resolution may have present

* consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be read to the Senate
for its information.

The Secretary read the joint resolution, as follows:

House joint resolution 59.
i Resolved, ete., That the time within which ecertain acecldent, emer-
ney, and maternity cases may be recelved and treated in the marine
ﬁ?:spital at Chelsea, Mass,, fixed by the act approved May 23, 1908, is
hereby extended until October 1, 1909.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. HALE. All these acts of legislation, Mr. President, are
in contravention of the rule established by the Senate that no
legislation except in relation to the tariff and the census should
be enacted until after the- tariff has been disposed of. That
order was adopted by the Senate at my suggestion. But there
are some of these things that are so necessitous in their nature,
and of so little importance as legislation, I shall not, as they
arise, feel constrained to urge the objection. I should still
hope that until we get out of the woods as to tariff legislation,
which is the main thing that brings us here, any important
piece of legislation will not be attempted.

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered
as in Committee of the Whole.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

' BILLS INTRODUCED.,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BROWN:

A bill (8. 2736) granting an increase of pension to Max
Lenz; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DEPEW :

A bill (8. 2737) authorizing the purchase of 13 historical
paintings; to the Committee on:the Library.
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By Mr. McENERY :

A bill (8. 2738) for the relief of Arsene Camille Vallet, ad-
ministratrix of Elie Henri Flory, deceased (with accompanying
paper) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WETMORE:

A bill (8. 2739) granting an increase of pension to John T, Wil-
cox (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.
AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL,

Mr. DICK submitted six amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. . 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes; which were ordered to lie on the table and
be printed.

IRON AND STEEL PRODUCTS.

On motion of Mr. PENROSE, it was

Ordered, That there be I}:rinted for the use of the Senate 3,000 addl-
tional coples of Senate Doeument No. 109, Sixty-first Congress, first
session, relating to iron and steel products,

IRON AND IRON ORES.

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. Pregsident, I hold in my hand a report
in regard to iron ore made by Joseph G. Butler, jr., of Youngs-
town, Ohio. He is a man of high character and vast informa-
tion on the subject of iron and iron ores. In the report there
are statements by geologists and mining engineers. It is a very
valuable contribution on the subject of iron ores and as to its
ownership. It was prepared by Mr. Butler in response to an
inquiry made by me, and at very considerable personal expense
to Mr. Butler. Mr. Butler made the sacrifice of his time and
means from a sense of public duty. He deserves the commenda-
tion of the Members of this body and the eountry for the useful
information whieh he has contributed. I think it deserves to
be made a public document, and I ask to have it printed as a
Senate document (8. Doe. No. 112).

There being no objeetion, the order was reduced to writing
and agreed to, as follows:

Ordered, That the pamphlet entitled * Supplemental Report Regard-
ing Iron Ore,”” by Joseph G. Butler, jr., be printed as a document.

JOSIAH L. PEARCY, JR.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (for Mr. TAvLor) submitted the
following resolution (8. Res. 60), which was referred to the
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the

Senate.
Senate resolution 60.

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he is hereby, au-
thorized and directed to pay to Josiah L. Pearey,. jr., son of Josiah L.
Pearcy, late a laborer of the United Statea Senate, for the sole benefit
of the widow of the deceased, a sum equal to six months' salary, at the
rate he was receiving by law at the time of his demise, sald sum to be
considered as including funeral expenses and all other allowances.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.
A message from the House of Representativés, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its chief clerk, announced that the House had passed
the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate :
H. R.10887. An act to make Scranton, in the State of Missis-
sippi, a subport of entry, and for other purposes; and
H. R. 10933. An act making appropriations for expenses of the
Thirteenth Decennial Census, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED JOINT BESOLUTION SIGNED,

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled joint resolution (8. J. R. 33) relating
to the provisions of section 10 of the sundry civil act of March 4,
1909, and it was thereupon signed by the President pro tempore.

SCRANTON (MISS.) SUEPORT OF ENTRY.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
bill (H. R. 10887) to make Scranton, in the State of Missis-
sippi, a subport of entry, and for other purposes, which was
read the first time by its title.

Mr. MONEY. I ask consent of the Senate that the bill may
be put on its passage. It is simply a House bill of the same
import that the Senate passed the other day. The House did
not concede to the Senate the right, as they call it, to originate
a revenue bill. Consequently they have passed the same meas-
ure and sent it over here as a House bill, and I ask the Senate
now to repeat what it did the other day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read for the
information of the Senate. \

The bill: was read the second time at length, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Seranton, In -the State of Mississippl, is
hereby made a subport of entry in the district of Pearl River, and the
necessary customs officers stationed at sald port may, in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Treasury, enter and clear vessels, receive duties,
fees, and other moneys, and perform such other service as, in
judgment, the interest of commerce may require.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Mississippi?
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By unanimous consent, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I do not object, but I ask
the Senator from Mississippi if it iz his judgment that a bill of
this charaeter is a revenue bill?

Mr. MONEY. Not at all. I do not concede it. It is simply
a bill for the collection and not for the laying of taxes.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. CLAPP subsequently said: The Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. MoxeY] brought in a bill here; and with the bill on the
floor it hardly seemed courteous to object to it. But I, for one,
want to give notice now that if another bill comes in here I
shall have to object to if, it matters not who has it in charge.
It simply opens the door to unlimited legislation at this session.
We can not have such legislation without interfering with the
bill under consideration.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED,

H.R.10933. An act making appropriation for expenses of
the Thirteenth Decennial Census, and for other purposes, was
read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

THE TARIFF.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is
closed, and the first bill on the calendar will be proceeded with.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

Mr. CULLOM, I suggest that there is not a quorum present.

;J]_’he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Nixon
Clay

Fr,fe
Gallinger

Bacon Oliver
Bailey Crane Gamble e
Beveridge Crawford Guggenheim Paynter
Borah Culberson Hale Penrose
Bradley Cullom Heyburn Perkinsg
Brandegee Cumminsg Hughes Piles
Briggs Curtis Johnson, N. Dak. Root
Bristow Davis Johnston, Ala, Scott

rown Depew Joneg Simmons
Burkett Dick Kean Smoot
Burnham Dillingham La Follette Htone
Burrows Dolliver Lodge Sutherland
Burton du Pont MecLaurin Tillman
Carter Elkins Martin Warner
Chamberlain Flint Money Warren
Clapp Foster Nelson

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-seven Senators have
responded to their names. There is a quorum present. The
Senator from Indiana will proceed.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, my remarks will be a
plain business statement, not going outside the record or the
fizures collected by the Government and laid before us by the'
President of the United States. I called, by resolution, for the
Government's report, and, in response, the President has laid
the facts and figures before us. Where figures from other coun-
tries are given they are official also.

REVENUE NEEDED—TOBACCO SUPPLIES IT. e

Mr. President, the ruling note of this debate has been the
need of revenue. Senators have voted for various rates of duty
because they =aid that they thought that such duties would
raise revenue and that the Government needed it; and they said
that if they had not so thought they would not have voted for
these rates.

The amendment T shall offer, as I have now modified it, adds
about $20,000,000 annually to the revenues of the Government.
IT DOES THIS, T0O, WITHOUT VERY MUCH INCREASING THE TAX ON
Topacco. I shall show in a moment that even if the tax were
restored fo what it was when it was reduced in 1901-2, it even
then would be far less than what it was down to 1879 and 1883 ;
and my amendment PUTS ONLY HALF THE SPANISH WAR RATE
ON MOST MANUFACTURED ToBACCO and does not increase the
present rate at all on cigars, except on high-priced cigars.

In view of our admitted need of revenue, it has been a cu-
rious circumstance to me that, although the House increased
the tax on cigareites back to the war rate, yet when the bill is
reported to the Senate by the Finance Committee even that
little increase of tax on cigarettes is stricken out.

I think the Senate and the country will be astounded when
they learn that fact. Indeed, there are members of the Finance
Committee who at this hour do not know ‘that the House in-
crease of the tax on cigarettes has been stricken out of the bill
by their own committee,

TOBACCO TAXATION OXN ITS MERITS. -

Mr, President, I shall not take time to make a résumé of my
former argument. I take it that Senators who heard me on that
occasion remember that in 1898 Congress put on the war tax
and enacted the war packages; that the Congress of 1901-2
removed the tax and specifically reenacted those packages and
did the other things to which I shall call attention; and that
from that day to this the tax we took off, which the manufae-
turers had formerly collected and paid to the Government, they
have since collected and paid to themselves.

I say I suppose Senators remember that argument, but I
want, before I enlarge upon it—before I present tables of figures
proving that the tax we abolished is still collected from the
people and added to the projits of the manufacturer—I want to
take up this question in a broader sense, But, meanwhile, let
Senators not forget that the main question is the restoration of
the tax,

So I ask Senators to dismiss from their minds for a moment
the question of the repeal of the tax and the diversion of those
scores of millions of dollars from the Government Treasury to
the trust's treasury, and take up this tobacco tax as an original
proposition.

Mr. President, I have made some investigations on this sub-
ject outside of the limited circle of the repeal of the tax and the
reenactment of the packages, and so forth, and I have found
several startling facts.

OURS THE LOWEST TOBACCO TAX IN THE WORLD.

The first is, ours s the lowest tobacco taw in practically the
civilized world. France taxes her tobacco FIVE TIMES as much
as we do, and England and Italy and Austria-Hungary tax
tobacco from fwo to MORE THAN FIVE times as much as we do.
I have here a table which has been compiled from the latest
official documents of those countries, taking all possible taxes
or methods of taxation on tobacco, whether internal revenue,
whether through government monopoly, or whether by customs.

This table shows that we tax tobacco 17 cents a pound on the
average (although most of it, of course, is only 6 cents a pound),
after adding the customs and cigars, whereas the United King-
dom taxes tobacco T4 cents a pound; Italy taxes tobacco 93
cents a pound; Austria taxes tobacco 30% cents per pound;
Hungary taxes tobacco 33 cents a pound; and France taxes
tobacco 85 cents a pound.

So that France, with a consumption per capita of tobacco
very much below ours and with something more than a third
of our population, yet gets, every year, out of her tobacco more
than $74,000,000 of revenue, whereas we, all told, from every
source, get only $87,000,000, although we have more than two
times the population of France and nearly three times France's
consumption of tobacco per capila.

FOREIGN RATES OF TOBACCO TAXATION AND REVEXUES.

England, with not much over half of our population and
with only one-third of our consumption per capita, gets $64,-
750,000 a year from this one source of revenue alone.

Italy, where the per capita consumption is only one-gsizth of
what it is in the United States, and with a population only a
little more than one-third as large as ours, still gets $35,300,000
revenue from that one source.

Austria-Hungary, with only a little over a@ third of the con-
sumption per capita that we have, and with only about half of
our population, nevertheless gets $48,458,000 alone from that
revenue,

I shall here insert a table prepared from the latest official
records, showing, first, the total tax on tobacco in each of
these countries; second, their consumption of tobacco per
capita; third, the revenues they derive from tobacco:

Consumption and taxation of tobacco and total revenue of wvarious

countries.
ouwa. | P
poun: T capita
based on | consump- | Lotal net
total reve-|  tion. Tevenus.
nue.
Pounds.

France, 1907 = $0.85 2.2 | $74,475,720
Tnited States, 1907 . e e e e - A7 6 87,317,009
United Kingdom, 1907 ______ T4 2 64,750,560
TR o e P ol .98 1.1 | 25,200,008
Austria, 1006. e 394 2.9 | 32,040,302
Hungary, 1906, .33 2.4 | 16,458,631

OUR GREAT CONSUMPTION OF TOBACCO—STARTLING INCREASE.

Now, Mr. President, that is the present comparative revenue,
I want again to call the attention of the Senate to the con-
sumption per capita, because it has an important bearing upon
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the next table I.am-going to present. In France the consump-

-tion is 2.2 péunds per:capita; in England it is 2 pounds per
-capita; in Austria, 2.9 pounds; in Hungary, 2.4 pounds; .in
Italy, 1.1 pounds; while in the United States the consumption
per capita is a little more than 6 pounds—6 pounds for every
yman;-woman, and child in the United States. .That:means that
-every male -citizen of this. Republic over 16 years of age con-
.sumes nearly 17 pounds of tobacco annually.

1 Mr. President, this has, of course, a.sociological and ethno-
logical significance with which we have nothing to.do. T can
'not go as far as Ruskin, who declared that “ no immortal work
yhas been done in the world—awvork that will last through the
. ages—since tobacco -was discovered.” . But- the: enormous. con-
-sumption of tobaeco in the United States has given sociologists
and physicians the greatest concern. What the effect of this is
upon our systems, npon the nervous characteristics that are now
developing in our Nation, no person perhaps can tell. But the
‘fact is that our econsumption of tobacco. per capila is from. siz
\ times 1o - three | times achat it .is din nost . modern  civilized
countries.

~And that is not all, Mr. President. The increase of our con-
sumption is still more startling. For example, the increase per
.capita of the consumption of tobaeco in Franee from 1869 to
11900 was_ 25 per cent; in.England, 56 per cent; AND IN THE
T UNITED STATES, 250 PER CENT.

FIGURES ASTOUNDING.

Now, Mr, President; that we have seen how much more we con-
. snme than other countries, how much-greater our population is
- than other countries, and how vastly greater in comparison are
~their- taxes on tobacco compared:with ours, it.might make it
~eclearer if we would estimate what our income: from  tobacco
~would be if-we taxed tobacco at the rate they tax tobacco.
“Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President
“The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Indi-
~ana yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?
Mr. BEVERIDGE. - Certainly.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The figures the Senator has submitted
- are so astounding——
Mr. BEVERIDGE. They are accurate.
“Mr. LA FOLLETTE. ‘I.am almost led to raise the:question
+that there must be some mistake.
Mr. BEVERIDGE. No, Mr. President. I:am:aware: that
( they are startling, and:when I first—
" Mr; LA FOLLETTE. « Can the Senator:state the weight of-a
: thousand-cigars?
‘Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; the weight of a thousand ecigars is
srecognized inour Jaw at 3:-pounds and over.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. . The Sepator is familiar with the law.
It is 3 pounds.
Mr. BEVEHRIDGE. :Yes, 3 pounds and over ; under 3 pounds
sare “ little cigars "—not much larger than.a cigarette; 3 pounds
_and over are ordinary cigars,.of various sizes. It takes 18.67
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Land customs receipts. The figures which. I give are compiled

from the latest official idocuments. of our own.and foreign
countries,

FWHAT OUR:BEVENUE WOULD: BE IF | WE TAXED TOBACCO AS MUCH AS OTHER

COUNTRIES TAX: TOBACCO.

Now,' Mr. President, to bring home to:us more clearly: the
grotesque littleness of our present tax compared with that of
other countries, I have had computed a table which I shall insert
in my.remarks, showing what our: revenues would be if we
taxed tobacco as these other countries tax tobaceo.

For example, Mr. President, if we taxed tobacco-at the same
rate that England- iaxes tobacco, instead of getting $54,000,000
all told from that source of revenue, we awould get $330,086,000.

| If we taxed tobaeco at the rate that Austria taxes it; wewonld
get $202,884,000 every year; at the rate that Hungary taxes it,
$160,498,000 every year.

If we taxed tobacco at the rate that France taxes tobacco,
instead of getting $87,000,000, as we now do, we would get
$436,585,000 of. revenue every year from that:single source of
taxation. ’

If awe taxed tobacco at the rate that Italy tazes tobacco, in-
stead of $87,000,000 that we now get, W WoULD cET $477,675,000
EVERY YEAR,

That assumes, of course——

Mr. HEYBURN. rose.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. . In just a moment.

“Mr, HEYBURN. _I merely want to ask whether the Senator
includes in the $87,000,000 both the internal revenue and the
customs duty?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; certainly. The internal revenue is
about $49,000,000. .

Mr. HEYBURN. I thought the Senator would perhaps like
to have it appear plainly in the Recorp for the benefit of others.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. . I thank the Senator. The other is made
up from customs receipts. I have given the official figures, pre-
pared by our tariff experts in the foreign department of Com-
merce and Labor, who. report that they included internal and
customs taxes, ete.

I do not want to take the time of Senators to repeat that, and
I shall not. I do not know whether it makes any impression
upon their minds or not, but I want again to bunch dt all-in a
single sentence and.say, if we taxed tobacco:at the rate other
countries tax it our-income from that taxation INSTEAD oF BEING
$84,000,000- FROM EVERY SOURCE WOULD BE FROM $372,382,000, as
IN THE CASE OF AUSTRIA-HUNGARY, axD $380,086,000 As 1N THE
cAsg oF THE UNITED KiNGpom, To $436,585,000 EVERY YEAR, AS IN
THE CASE OF WRANCE, AND $477,675,000 A8 IN THE CASE oF ITALY,
our revenue' from tobacco would be if we :taxed tobaceo as
much as other countries tax tobacco:

the United’ Btates would collect if it - ;
Awen.of w.;er\-gouad as the: several .foreign zém%gs‘mo il
France $436, 685,000

pounds of .leaf to make 1,000 cigars weighing. -3;'|p01md.5 and }Jt:}ged Einglom 47% 675: 000
1 OVEL. «| Austria 202, 884,000
The - Senator from Wisconsin said that: these figures were | Hungary 1169, 488, 000

astounding. They are astounding. They were so astounding
that when I first discovered them I asked the tariff department

L of the Bureau of Manufactures: of the Department of Com-

_merce and Labor to compile for me a table.which wounld show
from the latest official sources, including . all taxes, the rate
of taxation reduced to the pound upon tobacco, the consumption

- per. capita, and of course the revenue; therefrom of;all those

. countries and .our own.

~MOST COUNTRIES EXCEPT OURS RECOGNIZE TOBACCO AS:BEST AND EASIEST

POSSIBLE SOURCE OF. BEVENUE.

All students of taxation have seen the economic correctness in
theory and practical ease of the collection of a tax upon tobacco,
That has been recognized by every thinker upon the subject of
taxation.

So just and.so easy a source of taxation is tobacco that
several countries are getting the profits themselves from what
is called a *“ government monopoly.” France, that has led so

~much -in the economic thonght of the-werld, started.out upon

that. The French are a Latin people. They were followed by
. Austria-Hlungary, a "Teutonic-Slavonic people; and then by
-Ttaly, a Latin people; and finally by Japan, an Asiatic people.

So, as I-said when I began to read what the Senator calls
the “startling fizures,” they are collected from the incomes of
these various governments,” from- tobacco from every possible
source—and they are official. ' For example, as I said, the tax
on tobacco here that I ask to be restored is now, mostly only 6

.cents a pound ; but in order io be absolutely fair, I have taken
..every source of income derived from tobacco—internal revenune

WHAT FOREIGN EEVENUES: WOULD BE AT OUR BATES. OF TOBACCO TAXATION,
“Now, let us just turn this around. I have had computed a
table-which shows ‘the revenues that these other countries would
get if they taxed their tobaceco at our rates.
It shows that France, instead of getting more than $74,000,000

-as she; now does, would, if she:tazed at our rate -get .only

$14,895,000:-a year.

If England taxed:at our rate, instead of getting $64,750,000
every: year; she wonld get only §$14,875,000 a year.

If Italy taxed tobaeco at our rate, instead of getting $35,000,-
000 or more a year, she would get only §6,453,000 a year; and
the same proportionate figures:apply to Austria and Hungary.

T insert the table showing this at.a glance.

tan the several foreign countries would collect 4f they ha
Aot of same rate as the United States. £ v ande

I L $14, 805, 000
Untted Kingd 14, 875, 000
Ttaly - 6, 453, 000
Austria 13, 789, 000
‘Hungary - 8, 479, 000

WHAT FOREIGN BREVENUES WOULD BE AT THEIR RATES AND OUR CONSUMP-
TION.

Again, Mr. President, making the computation on the other
side of the shield, if other countries had our rate of consump-
tion per capita; that is, if the Italians instead of consuming 1
pound a year consumed over 6 pounds a year, as we do; if the
French: instead of -econsuming 2% pounds a, year, consumed as
much as we do; and if they taxed their tobacco, as they now, do,
France, instead of $74,000,000, which she now gets, would get
£203,000,000, every year. .The United Kingdom, instead of get-
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ting $04,000,000, would get $194,000,000. TItaly, instead of $35,-
000,000, would get $192,000,000 a year.

Amount of taz the several foreign countries would collect if they had
the same consumption per capita as the United States and their pres-
ent rate of tazation of tobacco.

France____ = $203, 116, 000

United Kingdom__ 194, 252, 000

Italy 192, 551, 000

Austria 290, 000

Hungary 41, 147, 000
Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. Before the Senator leaves the tables, I ask him
if he has any figures showing what the tax would be in this
eountry in the aggregate upon the basis of the taxation of the
other countries he has named——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes.

Mr. CLAPP. Wait a minute. On the consumption—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of the other countries?

Mr. CLAPP. Of the other countries.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; I have not. I thought I had thought
of every possible way of turning around these figures.

Mr. CLAPP, Those figures would be very interesting.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. I can get them.

Mr. CLAPP. I hope the Senator will get them and put them
in the RECORD.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. What is presented here first is the com-
parative rate of taxation per pound and then the amount of
consumption per capita and then the——

Mr. PILES. I should like to ask the Senator from Indiana a
question, if he will give me permission. I understood him to
say that the tax on tobacco in France is 85 cents a pound.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; it is a government monopoly, the
profits representing that tax.

Mr, PILES. The tax probably has something to do with the
consumption of tobacco in France.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is a fair question and explains a
very curious circumstance, but I do not want to get diverted
from the argument.

Mr. MONEY. Will the Senator permit me?

TOBACCO BUSINESS NOT INJURED BY TAXATION.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In just a moment. But there is this
curious circumstance that in the case of financial depression,
in this country especially, the tobacco business and the liguor
business are the last to suffer. If I did not want to consume too
much time, and if this were not a question of raising some
revenue that we have been giving to the American Tobacco
Company (the “trust™) instead of to the Government, I would
give some statistics that are startling where the census has
made an analysis of the experience of several thousand families,
showing how much of the weekly income of the family goes into
bread and how much into tobacco. When we come to the point
where we are consuming for every male citizen of this Republic

* something like 16 or 17 pounds of tobacco we are getting to the
danger line.

Mr. CLAPP. The figures I suggested would have some bear-
ing upon that very phase of the question, if the Senator will
get them.

Mr. BEVERIDGE., Yes; I will be very glad to get them,
‘although I thought I had thought of all pessible figures. I
have presented these figures solely from the side of this revenue
question for the purpose of showing in the most startling form
the smallness of our tax on tobacco compared with that of
other countries.

I hope the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MoxEY] will pardon
me. I have kept him waiting.

Mr. MONEY. I wanted to say in this connection in regard
to the question of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Pigs]
just what the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVERIDGE] himself
has just said, that the use of such an article very rarely de-
creases on account of any increase in the cost.

I will say, first, about France that they have an excessive
tax, for instance, on cocoa, a great deal more than any other
country in the world, and yet they use ten times as much per
eapita as any other country in the world. So the tax has no
effect whataver on the consumption. The tax on absinthe has
been increased and it has had no effect on the consumption.
I for one do not believe that an increase of the tax on an article
or an increase of the price has a material effect upon its con-
sumption.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I thank the Senator, the broadness and
accuracy of whose information daily arouses my astonishment
and my admiration. Now, Mr. President, I have made clear
to the Senate the astounding smallness of our tax on tobacco

I now insert this table:

compared with that ef other ecountries; so I shall go on fo the
next faet, which is quite as impressive.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly. -

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I was not in at the opening of the
Senator’s remarks, and he may have stated what the consump-
tion of tobacco is in the various countries to which he has re-
ferred as compared with the production.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; I did not go into the guestion of
production. I will say to the Senator, though I think I can
tell him offhand about it, I did not want to get the clear argu-
ment confused by so many extraneous matters. Of course the
point the Senator raises reveals another interesting circum-
stance. England raises all her enormous revenue on tobacco
from customs alone, and she prohibits the growing of tobaceco in
England. So the English customs tax amounts to the strongest
kind of an internal-revenue tax. There is only a little tobacco
grown in France, some in Austria-Hungary, a very little in
Italy, and none whatever in England.

OUR PRESENT TOBACCO TAXATION LOWEST IN OUR HISTORY.

Now, Mr. President, I come to the next point. Not only do
we tax tobacco at a rate grotesquely low compared with other
countries, but we taz it at a rate lower than in any other period
of our history, except from 1890 down to the Spanish war. An
internal-revenue tax was first placed on tobacco during the
civil war. Instead of taking that tax off after the close of the
war, IT WAS INCREASED. For instance, in 1879 the tax on the
cigars which now pay $3 a thousand, and which at that time
paid $5 a thousand, was actually increased to $6 a thousand.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just pardon me a minute. I want to get
through with this. The tar was increased to $6 a thousand,
FOURTEEN YEARS AFTER THE CIVIL WAR WAS OVER.

Now, let me give to the Senate what the taxation in various
forms on tobacco has been from the time we put it on until
1879. Tobacco—that is, smoking, chewing, plug, and everything
except snuff, cigars, and cigarettes—was taxed at 24 cents a
pound; it is now taxed at O cents a pound. Snujff was taved
at 32 cents a pound; it is now taxed at 6 cents a pound. Cigars,
which until 1883 were taxzed at $5 and §6 a thousand, are now
tared §3 a thousand.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. For what period?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. TUntil 1879 and 1883.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. From what time?

~Mr. BEVERIDGE. From the time that the tax was first im-
posed, in 1862. It was increased to those figures down to 1879
and 1883. There were almost monthly “changes, caused, of
course, by the exigencies of war. I did not go into that, be-
cause it would take a long row of figures, although I have a
statement of it here, and I can put it in the Recorp if the Sen-
ator would like it.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

SENATE COMMITTEE ETRIKES OUT HOUSE'S EMALL INCREASE OF TAX ON
CIGARETTES.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I shall yield in just a minute. I want
to get in these figures, and then I will yield to the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr, FosTER] who desired to ask me a question. Bat,
broadly speaking, down to 1879, from, we will say, the middle
of the civil war, tobacco was taxed 24 cents a pound, and it is
now taxed 6 cents a pound; snuff was taxed 32 eents a pound,
and it is now 6 cents; cigars were taxed $6 a thousand, and
they are now taxed $3; and cigarettes were taxed $1.75, and
are now taxed $1.08. In the present bill, when the House
restored the taw on cigareites to a dollar end a half—and
that was 25 cents lower than they were in 1879—THE SENATE
COMMITTEE STRUCK OUT EVEN THAT POOR INCREASE.

From 1879 to 1883 tobacco was 16 cents a pound. It is now
G; snuff, 32 cents a pound, it is now 6; cigars, $6 a thousand
then, now $3; cigarettes, which were $1.75, are now $1.0S. From
1883 to 1890 tobacco was 8 cents a pound, now it is 6 cents a
pound; snuff was 8 cents a pound, now it is 6 cents; cigars
were $3 a thousand, as they are now; and cigarettes 54 cents.
In 1879 cigarettes were made $1.

TOBACCO TAX REDUCED IN 1883 TO REDUCE REVENDES.

The reduction in taxation in 1883, as the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. MoxEY], who was then in public life, will probably
remember, was made for the purpose of reducing the surplus—
not at all because the tax was too high, but for the purpose of
reducing the surplus; and this purpose was expressly stated by
President Arthur. In 1879 the department resisted the reduction
on the ground that while revenues should be reduced, the tax on
tobaeco showld not be reduced. I hold in my hand the report
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of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue who protested against
the reduction of this tax. The then Commissioner of Internal
Revenue was Hon. Green B. Raum, a man of uncommon ability,
one of the ablest men who ever filled that office. He says here:

‘It is an old and sound maxim that no more revenue should be raised

n is necessary for an economical administration of the Government
and a gradual reduction of the public debt.

Then he gees on to sum up the argument then in the public
mind about our collecting too much revenve. Then we wanted
to “get rid of the surplus.” Now we would like to see a sur-
plus. Now we need the revenue we then wanted to get rid of.

He says: .

Therefore it becomes obvious that a reduction of from seventy to
eighty millions in the annual revenues of the country could be safely
cntercd wpon, and in my judgment such a reduction is wrgently called
for. 1 respectfully offer some suggestions for your consideration in this
I =

egt.{lc:'gnd policy would seem to require that in remitting taxation the
relief should fall as far as possible upon those articles which are neces-
garies of life and upon those interests which are of pressing importance
to the country. The great bulk of internal-revenue taxation is derived
from distilled spirits (about nine-tenths of which are used as a bever-
age), malt liguors, tobacco, and cigars. These are not articles of nec-
essal'y consumption, but are articles of luxury, the taxes upon which are
really paid by the consumers, and no one nced consume them.

. I am strongly of the opinion that so long as the principle of deriving
part of the revenue of the Government from internal taxation is re-
tained these articles and the dealors therein are proper subjects for taxa-
tion. There is no demand on the part of consumers of these products
for the remission of the taxes imposed upon them; there is mo public
sentiment calling for their repeal; on the contrary, the general current
of public opinion scems to be in favor of their retention,

So, Mr. President, these taxes were not considered by the
department to be excessive when they were at a rate from tiwco
to three times what they were during the Spanish war and
FROM TWO TO FIVE TIMES AS HIGH AS THEY ARE NOW.

Mr. GALLINGER. From what is the Senator from Indiana
reading?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am reading from the report of the then
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. That is the first reduction,
I think, ever proposed. Now I will yield to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr, FOSTER. Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana has
stated the different rates of taxation in different countries,
showing that most of the countries of the world impose a much
higher rate of taxation than is imposed in this country. Can
the Senator state what the price of the similar article in those
countries is compared with its price in this country?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have not that information.

Mr. President, when the Spanish war came on, the tax which
I now seek to restore only in part—only in part and not entirely,
for I know how strong is the “ tobacco combination,” as the gov-
ernment report calls it, and I know I can not get done every-
thing that should be done——

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. SIMMONS. Has the Senator considered how this tax
would affect the price to the tobacco grower—the leaf grower?

AMr. BEVERIDGE. The tax does not affect the leaf grower.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was under the impression—I may be in
error about it—that before 1879 the price of tobacco in this
country was very high—a great deal more than the tax. I
know at the present time that the price of tobacco is very low,
and I was under the impression—I may be wrong about it—
but I say that the price of tobaceco in 1879 and up to that time,
in comparison with the tax imposed, was much greater than the
price is to-day in comparison with taxes imposed to-day. I
may be mistaken.

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

AMr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. PAYNTER. I can say to the Senator from North Caro-
lina that the price has been increased only since the tobacco
growers of Kentucky organized to protect themselves against
the American Tobacco Company.

Mr, SIMMONS. That is exactly what I wanted to know.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Kentucky explained it
in his very lucid, his very remarkable, speech upon this subject.

Mr., PAYNTER. Until that was done the tobacco growers
were not getting for their tobacco what it cost them to pro-
duce ik THE WAR TAX OF 1808 VERY SMALL.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, in 1808 the Spanish war
came on, and the tax was placed at 12 cents on tobacco, snuff,
and so forth, and at $3.60 on cigars—that is to say, an increase
of 6 cents on tobacco, of 20 per cent on cigars, and on cigarettes

from $1 to $1.50. But, Mr. President, even going back to
the rates that existed in 1879, indeed, in 1883, even if we tax
them at those rates—and my amendment does not propose to
tax them at even the Spanish war rates—but even if we tared
tobacco, cigars, and cigarettes at the 1879 rates, still we would
be taxing them ONLY A FRACTION OF WHAT MOST OTHER CIVILIZED
COUNTRIES IN THE WORLD TAX THEML

Yet when I propose to restore a part—only a parti—of the tax
which we took off in 1901 and 1902, and which, if restored at the
rate that I ask it to be restored, would only be a fraction of what
it was in 1879 and 1883, I find that most reasonable proposition
resisted. Why? There will be reasons given, no doubt, but
remember that this amendment enacted into law means millions
to the Government’'s Treasury that now goes to the trust's
treasury and that formerly went to the Government's Treasury.
Of course the trust fights this amendment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator may have stated it—if so,
I did not hear him—but the Senator is giving us a very inter-
esting comparison between the amount of taxes paid upon to-
baceo in foreign countries and this country. I think he showed
that if we were taxing at the rate of the tax imposed in Eng-
land, we would obtain a revenue of something like $300,000,000,
instead of $84,000,000.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Three hundred and eighty million dollars.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is more than I thought. If we
should restore the rate of taxation imposed by the law at the
time of the Spanish-American war, has the Senator any esti-
mate as to what amount of revenue we would then raise?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; the Senator will find it in the re-
marks which I first made on this subject.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Can the Senator state approximately
how much it would be?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. How much would be our revenue?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes, ;

Mr. BEVERIDGE, That is on the internal-revenue portion
alone?

Mr. SUTHERLAXND.
$84,000,0007

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of course $49,000,000 is the only thing
I am concerned with here; that is, the internal-revenue tax-
ation.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. How much would it be increased over
$49,000,000, then—something over $20,000,0007

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; $20,000,000 increase annually—and
that, mind you, on the increase of only A PART of the small
Spanish war tax. I presented that matter to the Senate be-
fore, and my previous remarks covered the whole case of in-
creased revenue derived from my amendment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I want to ask one other question, so
that I may understand the Senator’s position. The Senator has
given us the comparison between the taxes paid and the amount
of revenue derived in foreign countries, and then he has made
a comparison as to foreign countries, as I understand, based
upon all forms of taxation imposed upon tobacco. Now, has he
done that in the case of the United States?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Has the Senator taken into consid-
eratipn the state taxes that may be imposed?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, no; nor is that taken into considera-

What would the increase be over

tion at all. For instance, there are municipal taxes and every
other kind of taxes. No; I have not taken that into considera-
tion.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is what I wanted to know.

Mr., BEVERIDGE. There is no state internal-revenue taxa-
tion.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. But there is a property tax.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There is a property tax, of course; but
France imposes a property tax and England has a property tax
and every country. That can be excluded and the equation re-
mains the same.

Mr., SUTHERLAND. That was what I wanted to know—
whether he excluded that in both cases—because the Senator
stated that he excluded it. ’

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In 1901 and 1902 the taxes were reduced
to the pre-war rates. In 1901 they were partially reduced.
Congress was gentle with them; and I am going to ecall the
attention of the Senate to some other things that were done at
the same time. After that, I am going to call the attention of

the Senate pretty minutely to the Ameriean Tobacco Company—
the -tobacco trust—the dates of the removal of this tax, the
dates of the formation of the combination, and the dates of the
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.'entrance of certain men into that combination who have been
its guiding spirits ever since. i
THE MYSTERIES OF 1002.

In 1901 and in 1902 the tax was finally all taken off, and we
even reduced the tax on little cigars below the rate of 1897—cut
it in half. I eall the attention of the Senate to this, for it is
worth while to stop right at this point to speak of it, that little
cigars were taxed $1 by the act of 1897—little cigars are
these little things which you see, not much larger than ciga-
rettes. When Congress came to reduce the war tax on tobacco
in 1902, they put it back to where it was before the war, except
in the case of litile cigars, which were reduced still lower—
from $1, what they were in 1897, to 54 cents. WHY?.

I do not know why the tax placed on them by the act of
1897 was reduced in 1902, but I do know that the manufacture
of ihese little cigars was then as now almost entirely monop-
olized by the American Tobocco Company, because they are
made with machines, and the American Tobacco Company
chiefly controls those machines, It is worth while taking that
into consideration, I think.

Not only, Mr. President, did they take the tax off, but
they specifically reenacted the war-time package, so far
as smoking tobacco and snuff were concerned. There are the
statutes; I have put them in the Rrcorp in parallel columns.
I do not ask for an explanation as to why it was done. It was,
of course, unwittingly done; but not only did we do that
friendly act to the American Tobacco Company, but we were
kind to it in another particular. When we took off the tax,
we permitted the manufacturer, which at this time had be-
come chiefly the American Tobacco Company, to have draw-
backs from the Government for all portions of its tobacco
upon which it had then paid the tax and had not yet sold.
There probably never was a more generous transaction. That
was customary, of course, but it was not necessary in this case.
THIS IS NOT ALL—ANTICOUPOX FROVISION REFPEALED AT SAME SESSION ;

AXD NXOBODY BUT THE TRUST COULD BE BENEFITED.

But that was not all that was done at that time. The Ding-
ley Act of 1897 had in it an anticoupon provision, which pre-
vented the giving away of coupons in packages of tobacco. The
use of this coupon system has been one of the chief instruments
with which the American Tobacco Company has been able to
crush out independent competitors.

Now pay attention to this: Not only in 1902 did we take the
tax off of tobacco and restore it to the pre-war rate; not only
did we specifically, in positive language, reenact the war-time
packages; not only did we enact the drawback provision; not
only did we reduce the tax on liftle cigars—a trust monopoly—
from $1, as it was in the act of 1897, to 54 cents, dut at that
very same session of Congress—and here is the acl—wEg Re-
PEALED THE ANTICOUPON PROVISION THAT DINGLEY PUT INTO HIS
raw—and the tobacco trust was practically the only manu-
facturer which could benefit.

From the moment the anticoupon law was repealed in 1902
the American Tobacco Company has used it to the most extrava-
gant extent in crushing out any competitor it pleased. If it
wished to enter a market and drive a man out of business, it
would put into a package of tobacco enough coupons to amount
to giving away the tobacco until the competitor was crushed.

Why was it that in 1902, when we reduced the tax on tobacco,
we specifically reenacted the package of the war times, permit-
ted them drawbacks on the taxes they had already paid, and cut
in half the 1897 tax on little cigars—why, at the same session,
did we repeal the anticoupon provision of the Dingley Act, by
the repeal of which the American Tobacco Company has been
enabled to use again the most powerful weapon in its possession?

I have put in the amendment, which I intend to offer to an-
other section, réenacting, in stronger terms, the anticoupon pro-
yision of the Dingley Act. I am convinced, from my investiga-
tion, that the American Tobacco Company can now stand and
do business and get several million dollars of profit without
the aid of this coupon strangulation method, which Congress
deliberately restored to it when it so accommodatingly repealed
the tax and did several other things of which the trust took
such advantage,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Does the Senator think that remarka-
ble legislation in 1902 was an oversight?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I question no motives; I put the facts
before the country; that is all. I put them before the Senate;
it is my duty to do so. If anybody can explain why those
things were done, I shall be happy. If they were only coin-
cidents, I shall be glad; but, nevertheless, there they are.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Will the Senator explain a little more
fully about the coupon attachments in the tobacco business, and
state why it is that anybody who manufactures tobacco can
not avail himself of the coupon method?

THE CRIME OF COUPONS,

Mr. BEVERIDGE, That has quite a history in itself; but
stating it simply, the eoupon villainy—because that is what it
amounts to—is the insertion in a package of tobacco or the giv-
ing away with the purchase of tobacco a slip of paper or a band
on a cigar—they use that now—or a tag on a plug of tobacco, or
something of that kind, entitling the purchaser to another pack-
age or to some prize when he presents so many of these coupons.
If I had thought about it, I should have brought here this morn-
ing the catalogue of the United Cigar Stores Company, which,
as you know, is the American Tobacco Company’s retail depart-
ment, which has a great department, which it calls a *“ profit-
sharing department;"” and when you present so many coupons
which are given with purchases of tobacco you can get prizes
of every desecription.

Now, let us suppose that I am the American Tobacco Company,
with $35,000,000 of profits in 1906 on a watered capitalization
of $316,000,000, and suppose the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
FostEr] over there is an independent manufacturer. He is
struggling along; he has not got this amount of capital behind
him; and I want to drive him out of business. Well, suppose
I choose the coupon method; it is the easiest. The American
Tobacco Company has many methods; but suppose I choose
this one. I begin to go into his market and stuff my packages
of tobacco full of these coupons, so that, as I said a moment ago,
it amounts to giving away my tobacco until I crush him. He
can not follow me; he has not got the capital; he can not give
the tobacco away so long as I can, for he has not enough re-
sources to do it. The result is that one of two things hap-
pens—either he is ruined and goes out of business, as most of
them are doing, or he throws up his hands and says, “ Buy me
out.”

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is a method of cutting prices.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is a method of cutting prices. Does
that answer the question?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. CRAWFORD. There is another matter which I wish the
Senator, in connection with his remarks, would develop a little,
and that is, why was this method of short weight adopted in
the first place? The shortest distance between two points is a
straight line. Why did they not increase the revenue by direct
act, without that sort of device—by using the short weight?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. They did, of course; that was undoubt-
edly done for the purpose of enabling them to get the tax out-
of the people and more; and they are still getting it. That is
what I complain of—for example, it would take more frac-
tional packages to make up a pound than it wonld packages
that were not short weight; it would take more of the
13-ounce packages, for instance, than it would 2-ounce pack-
ages to make a pound; and since the tax was on the pound,
and since the short-weight packages were sold to the cus-
tomer at precisely:the same rate that full weights were sold
before, therefore the enactment of the law as to short-weight
packages enabled the seller to collect from the consumer the
amount of the tax by giving him less fobacco for the same price,
That is supposed to be one reason it was done in the first place.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then it was a mere device to transfer the
tax to the consumer? That is the reason it was done?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is one reason. I am going into
this and a good many more things in my next speech, if I am
forced to speak again. Remember, meanwhile, that the frac-
tional package affects only smoking and snuff—it poes =xor
touch plug, twist, etc.

When the tax was taken off the manufacturers still continued
to collect it from the people, but instead of putting that tax,
thus collected, in the Treasury of the Government, where it
has been needed, the trust has put it in ITs OWN TREASURY. I
do not blame them—awe made it possible for them to do just
that—we, the Congress, by taking off the taxr which never
should have been taken off.

And I shall, before I am through, trace, from official figures,
every dollar of that tax from ihe Treasury of the Government
into the profits of the trust—in proportion to its control of the
output, which averages over 80 per cent.

I am going to repeat that. There is this strange combina-
tion—the tax repealed, the short-weight package reenacted, the
drawback provided for, the little cigar tax reduced from 1897
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rates, and the anticoupon provision repealed ALL AT THE SAME
BESSION.

Now, we shall see how much the trust is benefited by this
action.

THE TAX REDUCED AND ADDED TO THE TRUST'S PROFITS.

I said in my original remarks, Mr. President, that the interest
which has chiefly profited by all of this is the American To-
bacco Company—* the tobacco combination,” as the Govern-
ment’s report calls it. When 6 cents was added to the tax in
1808, that tax was added by the trust to the price of the
article. The government reports, which are on your desks,
show that in every case the tax was added to the price of
tobacco, excepting only in the case of cigars, little cigars, and
cigarettes.

The 6 cents was added to the price of snuff, the 6 cents
was added to the price of smoking tobacco, to the price of
plug tobacco, and everything else. WHEN THE WAR TAX WAS
TAKEN oFF, the price, which had been increased by the amount
of the tax, wAs Nor REpDUCED, In other words, the tax was
added to the price when the tax was put on and was retained in
the price when the tar 1was taken off—THE TAX WE TOOK OFF
WAS ADDED TO THE TRUST'S PROFITS.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I yield. - .
Mr. BORAH. Do I understand the Senator to say that whe
the war tax was put upon tobacco that sum was immediately

added by the trust to the price?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. 1 do—instantly.

Mr. BORAH, What, then, will prevent that being done in
all these instances in which we put a tax upon things that are
controlled by corporations?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator repeat his question?

Mr. BORAH. What would prevent that being done by any
corporation where we tax its net income?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope the Senator will not get me off
from what I am trying to make the plain and steady current
of my remarks into a discussion of some other question.

Mr. NELSON. I hope the Senator will explain how it was
done In that case through changing the size of the packages.
I think the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] has lost sight of
what the Senator said the other day, in his former speech,
about that matter.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think the Senator agrees with me
heartily that the tax was placed on the article; but he is draw-
ing another conclusion.

Mr. BORAH. I have not lost sight of what the Senator said
the other day—in fact, it was impressed upon my mind; nor
have I lost sight of the drift of his argument to-day. I think
it is conclusive on another proposition that is interesting to the
Senate.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If it is, I am sure the Senator can make
the argument better than I can.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Indiana yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to inquire of the Senator from
Indiana, with respect to the act of 1902, whether he has traced
the history of that act and knows whether the provisions to
which he has referred were inserted in the House or in the
Senate after the bill reached the Senate?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I think they always originated in the
House. .

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Was no attention directed in the Sen-
ate, when the bill was pending, to the results of this legislation?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not that I can find.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. It is very remarkable, then: and I
agree with the Senator from Indiana that it calls for some
explanation on the part of somebody.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It does, indeed.
I am not responsible for the facts. Senators think they are
startling—of course they are. But there are the facts.

PROPOSED AMEXDMEXNT BASED ON GOVERNAMENT REPORTS.

Mr. President, we are peculiarly fortunate in our materials
for this present legislation which I propose in this tobaeco
amendment. We do not have to go upon hearsay. We do not
have to go upon what some Senator thinks about an industry in
his State. We go upon facts ascertained by the Government
from the books of the trust and other sources.

What had been done seems to have begun to get on the
conscience of the Government, for Congress authorized the
President, some three or four years ago, to direct the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor, under a law which has been

I merely state the facts.

on the statute books for some time and which gives it great
power in that regard, to investigate the prices, profits, and
methods of the tobacco industry. And it was with special
relation to the American Tobacco Company, whose monopolistie
power had grown so great.

CARE AND ACCURACY OF GOVERNMENT REPORTS. =

So, three or four years ago, the President did direct the De-
partment of Commerce and Labor, or the Bureau of Corpora-
tions of that department, to make a study and to submit a re-
port as to the guestion of the prices, of profits, and methods of
the tobaecco industry. That department took two or three years
for that work. It had access to the books of the corporation.
It, of course, had access to all of their papers that were filed
when they were incorporated. The Bureau of Corporations of
the Department of Commerce and Labor has submitted two
reports. Here is the first, giving specifically the history of the
American Tobacco Company, perhaps one of the most fascinat-
ing stories of a financial aggregation that has ever been written,
not only for the facts it contains, but for its clear, lucid, and
engaging style. -

Not only that, Mr. President, but when I made my first re-
marks upon this subject I asked the Senate to adopt a resolu-
tion, which it did, ealling upon the President for the informa-
tion thus gathered; for I knew if I got them I could trace into
the trust's treasury, so far as its product is concerned, every
cent of this tax which Congress took off in 1901-2, at the same
time that we accommodated the American Tobacco Company by
repealing the coupon provision, and in several other ways.

Mr. PAYNTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will as soon as I finish my sentence,
In response to that resolution, which, upon my request, the
Senate adopted, the President directed the Department of
Commerce and Labor to submit the facts it had gathered
through several years upon this subject.

Mr. PAYNTER. Does the Senator refer to the report which
was made by Herbert Knox Smith?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The first one; and the report submitted
to us by the President.

Mr. PAYNTER. 1 should like to say, in that connection, that
that is a very valuable report; that it shows great industry, and
an effort to ascertain facts and report them for the public good.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I agree with the Senator. The Senator
is nearly always.right.

Mr. PAYNTER. think the department is entitled to great
credit for those reports.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am glad the Senator paid that tribute;
and I think that if any person will go into the two books I hold
in my hand he will find them to be two of the most remarkable
works—because they are really treatises—upon an economiec
and finanecial subject that Senators have ever seen.

Sinee the last report, which has been laid on our desks, shows
the operations of the trust as to prices, I think that just at this
juncture, while we have fresh in our minds the repeal of the
tax, the repeal of the anticoupon provision, and the reenactment
of the short-weight package provision, I should detain the Sen-
ate for just a few moments as to the history of the trust.

FASCINATING HISTORY OF THE TOBACCO TRUST. ;

It began in 1890 by the organization of the American Tobacco
Company. It was formed by several of the largest firms tlat
manufactured cigarettes combining—pooling their issues—and
forming this corporation, which took in all of their properties.
Even at that time it had a monopoly of the cigarette business,
It had a capitalization of $25,000,000 AND TANGIBLE ASSETS OF
ABour $5,000,000. And in order that you may know the sig-
nificance of the things I am going to relate, I. will say that it
increased that capitalization, through all the tangles of finan-
cial manipulation and kindly legislation which these reports
reveal, FrRoM $25,000,000 15 1800 To $317,000,000 AT THE PRESENT
TIME, MOST OF WHICH WAS AND IS NOW “ WATER.”

Immediately after its formation the profits of this corpora-
tion were so great that it resolved to enter other tobacco
fields. It first began on plug tobacco. It bought out the con-
cern that produced “ Battle Axe T'lug,” and Senators will re-
member—I remember it very distinctly—that about 1802 or
1893 there were enormous advertisements of “ Battle Axe Plug.”
That was the first assault of the then infant trust upon the
plug-tobacco business of the country.

So furious was the warfare which it waged at that time—
making little money upon its plug business in order to force
these other companies into its arms—that it succeeded in gather-
ing in nearly all of the largest competitors in the plug business,
or forcing them to agree to enter the combination. Then it en-
tered the smoking business with the same methods. And finally,
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as T shall show later, it entered the snuff business, of which it
now has an almost exclusive monopoly. :

When the Spanish war broke out, or just before, negotiations
were on foot with these concerns for a combination of these
manufacturers of plug and smoking tobacco into a corporation
precisely like the American Tobaceo Company, that should
monopolize that business just as the American Tobacco Company
was monopolizing the cigarette business.

But because of the scare of the Spanish war they were a
liftle bit timid, and the plan did not go through; but it was on
foot. This new concern, which was formed a little later, was,
of course, controlled by the Ameriean Tobacco Company.

DRAMATIC ENTRANCE OF TRUST'S MOST BRILLIANT MEN.

Just at this juncture there enters upon this story its most
dramatic and most powerful figzure. In studying the history of
the development of this mighty organization it has become elear
to me that some man whose abilities amount to genius has been
directing its general policy.  While great ability had been shown
before, no such striking talent was exhibited as from 1898 on.

It was just at this time that this extraordinary man—and I
refer to Mr. Thomas F. Ryan (for I am sure it was he) and
his group of financiers in New York—foresaw all that was to
happen in the future and resolved to force their way into the
Ameriean Tobacco Company; and for that purpose they used
against the American "Pobacco Company the same weapons
which it had used against the independents, but with more skill
and vigor. :

Mr. Ryan, Mr. Brady, Mr. Widener, Mr. Elkins, Mr. Whitney,
Mr. Payne, and others, some time in 1898, organized what was
called the * Union Tobacco Company.” The Union Tobacco Com-
pany bought out the National Cigarette Company, the Blackwell's
Durbam Tobacco Company, located in the State of the Senator
from North Carolina, which was, I believe, the largest and
most important plant outside the combination that manufac-
tured smoking tobacco; and they got an option upon the great-
est producers of plug tobacco in the United States, which up to
that time the trust had not been able to buy or to force or
induce by any method into itself. I refer to Liggett & Myer,
of St. Lounis, Mo.

THEIR FIRST ASSAULT ON THE AMERICAN TOBACCO COMPANY.

So, equipped with this great cigarette company, with the
“Bull Durham ” factory, ands with an option upon the Liggett
& Myer concern in St. Louis, the Union Tobacco Company, hav-
ing at its head that Napoleon of modern financial organization,
Mr. Ryan, began its attack upon the American Tobacco Com-
pany.

So furious was the assault, and so formidable were the at-

tacking forces, that the man at the head of the American To-
bacco Company, Mr. Duke, also a wonderful man in force and
resourcefulness, with his associates, saw that it was the part
of wisdom to buy out the Ryan syndicate and to let them into
the American Tobacco Company—which was exactly the pur-
pose Mr. Ryan and his associates had in mind.
- So that, some time in 1898, the American Tobacco Company
bought the Union Tobacco Company, thus acquiring Liggett &
Myer, the “Bull Durham ™ Company, and the National Ciga-
rette Company. This may be interesting to some of you who
can remember the great posters on all the walls just as the
war was over, portraying Admiral Dewey and the American
flag, and all that sort of thing, and bearing the legend: * Na-
tional Cigarettes—not made by a trust”—but made by the
Union Tobacco Company for the purpose of compelling the trust
to take them in.

When the trust bought out this company, and thus acquired
these properties, the men to whom I haye referred—Mr. Ryan
and his associates—went upon its board of directors. *

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. What men? ;

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Thomas F. Ryan, Mr. Whitney, Mr.
Elkins, Mr. Widener, Mr. Brady, Mr. Payne, of the Standard
0il Company—they are sometimes referred to as “ the Standard
Qil group "—entered the tobacco combination, and they re-
main, these of them who have not died, from that day up to
this- t{ime, members of the board of directors and the ruling
spirits of the trust—especially Mr. Ryan.

On December 10, 1898, the Continental Tobacco Company was
formed. It was made up of all the properties—the plug and
smoking properties of the American Tobacco Company on the
one hand, and all of the remaining big independents that the
American Tobacco Company had not forced into the combina-
tion on the other hand. It was the consummation of the plan
that the American Tobacco Company started out with in 1897,
to which I referred a moment ago. The Continental Company
was merely the American Company in another form, with some
new men in it representing the properties which it bought out,

XLIV—234

‘to the men who or%'ﬁnlzed the Consolidated Tobacco Company,

The Continental took over all of the smoking and plug business

of the combination, and left the American Tobacco Company its

original cigarette business. '

ALL CONGRESS DID IN 1902 WAS ANTICIPATED BY TRUST IN 1808—THE
FORESIGHT OF G_E!\'IUS.

Mark you, the Union Tobacco Company was formed in 1898,
At the time Mr., Ryan and his clique came in the Spanish war
was practically over. They certainly foresaw that the tar
would be removed. They could reason that out, no doubt, from
the past history of the country. But apparently they foresaic
that the fractional package would be continued. And they
seem also to have figured out that the Dingley anticoupon law
would be repealed and the other things done that actually were
done in 1901-2. It was the instinet and prescience of genius.

At all events, they proceeded upon that line. And o, imme-
diately after the Union Company had gotten into the trust—im-
mediately after the American Company * bought” the Union
Company, and the Continental Company was formed, there began
a series of remarkahle corporate organizations. The American
Snuff Company, which now controls from 92 to 95 per cent of
the snuff output of this country and is actually making so much
money that even it is ashamed of it, was organized in March,
1900. The American Cigar Company was organized in January,
1901. So great was its audacity that the trust began the con-
quest of the retail trade by organizing the United Cigar Stores
Company in 1901; and the final stroke, the formation of what
is known as the “ trust,” came in June, 1901, when the Consoli-
dated Tobaceo Company was organized. :

The Consolidated Tobacco Company, as I said the other day,
was in reality a - holding company.” It was very much like
the Northern Securities Company. I ought to pause a moment
to say something with regard to its formation, because it throws
s0o much light upon subsequent transactions here and else-
where. It offered its 4 per cent bonds for the common stock—
the voting stock—of the American Tobacco Company, at a ratio
of $200 of bonds for $100 of stock, and for the common stock of
the Continental Company at the ratio of $100 of bonds for $100
of stock. 'To the stockholders this appeared to be an excellent
proposition, for a great deal of the stock of these older com-
panies had now gotten into the hands of the public.

It had gone, for instance, to a certain firm for the purchase
of its plant; then they had sold if, and it had gotten into the
hands of the public. The persons who then held it could not
have known, not being “ on the inside "—and I quote the Govern-
ment's report's exact words—what was about to develop.
The common stockholders did not know the value of their
stock. They did not know that even in getting $200 of 4 per
cent bonds for $100 of stock they were making a bad bargain.
DARING FINANCIERING OF TRUST; FABULOUS QUANTITIES OF SECURITIES

ISSUED ON FORESIGHT.

And so, almost universally, this offer of.the Consolidated
Tobacco Company was accepted by the holders of the common
stock of both companies, and they surrendered their stock for
the bonds of the new company.

Thus there came into the hands of a very few men—not to
exceed, I think, 10 men all told—the great majority of the com-
mon stock of the American and of the Continental Tobacco
companies, which entitled them to all of the profits over and
above the payment of the interest on the bonds and preferred
stock; and, as we shall see in a moment, the interest on the
bonds was a trifling thing compared with the profits to which
the holders of the common stock thus became entitled.

Mryr. President, that was a very daring thing. It involved the
issue of ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SEVEN AND ODD MILLIONS of } per
cent bonds. It involved some of the boldest and most gigantic
financiering that ever has been seen in the history of finaneial
manipulation. But even the men who conceived this plan and
executed it never would have done it if they had not foreseen
the great probability of the enormous profits which would come
from that business combination.

I said a moment ago that I could explain it only through the
astounding foresight of that wonderful man, Mr. Ryan, and Mr.
Duke also, who evidently foresaw that the tax was going to be
reduced and other things done. He apparently foresaw every-
thing that subsequently happened. "And, Mr. President, in order
to show that I am not wrong about that, that I am not specu-
lating, I wish to read what the Government’s report says upon

‘that subject.

The question was whether such an enormous transaction as
that would be profitable or not. The report says:
GOVERNMENT'S REPORT DECLARES TRUST MAGNATES ANTICIPATED THE

ACTION OF CONGRESS IN 1901-2.
. Nevertheless the transaction actnally-proved enormously profitable

Those

men had been for the most part in the directorates of the American

-
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and Continental companies, and they were in a far better position
than most outside stockholders to form a correct judgment as to the
glr?ubn;:le great increase in profits that was likely to occur in the near
re.
Now, listen :

The probability of such an Increase in profits lay in the changes o
the internalrevenue tares on tobacco products. Those taxes ha
ﬁeatl increased in 1898, to provide funds for the Spanish war,

ready, before the orgnnisation of the Consolidated, Congress had
passed an act to reduce the tax on “ manufactured tobacco "—that is,
on chewing and smoking tobacco—and snuff from 12 cents to 9.6
cents—

That was the first reduction, made in 1901—

per d?cmnd, and that on eigarettes from $1.50 a pound to $1.08 per thou-
san This reduction was to take effect on July 1, 1901, or a tew weeks
after the consolidation was established.
Presumably, also, the directors of that concern foresaw that the tar
on manufactured tobacco and snuff would de still further reduced later.
This is from the report of the Department of Commerce and
Labor, mind you. And that report continues:

This ectually occurred. In 1902, when the tax had been advanced,
the manufacturers of tobacco had barely been able to raise prices suffi-
clently to recoup themselves.

But the trust did recoup itself handsomely, even on the basis
of its enormouns overcapitalization—even on the basis of its
oceans of watered stock. The report continues:

But the men connected with the Consolidated evidently foresaw that
prices would not have to be reduced by an amount at all commensurate
with the reduction in the taxes, particularly in view of the large pro-
portion of the busi DOW d by the combination and its sub-
sequent large measure of control over prices, and that consequently
profits would greatly Increase—

All foreseen, you observe—

Buch, in fact, proved to be the case. On the basis of the rate of
earnings of the American and Continental prior to the formation of the
Consolldated it would scarcely have been goasib!e to pay dividends on
their preferred stocks and interest on the Consolidated bonds—

Remember, most of the stock was water—

During the three ré and four months following the organization
of the lll'g)nsalldabed. owever, the earnings of the tiwo companies were
aufficient to pay those charges— .

And also leave a profit of fully §30,000,000 to the Consolidated
on its investment of $30,000,000.

MONOPOLY AIDED BY CONGRESS’ SPECIAL LEGISLATION,

Mr. . TILLMAN. Mr, President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. TILLMAN. The statement of the enormous profits which
the Senator is enumerating, coming from official sources, very
naturally causes me to inquire whether these consolidations or
combinations were in restraint of trade?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. That is another gquestion. I am direct-
ing my investigations now to this tax.

Mr. TILLMAN. But how did the profits come? Was a mo-
nopoly created? N

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; a monopoly was created.

Mr. TILLMAN. Was an unfair advantage taken of the peo-
ple, and was there indirect or direct robbery by this combina-
tion?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should think so.

Mr., TILLMAN. In that event, what became of the Sherman
law, with the sword of Damocles hanging over the heads of all
malefactors, of great wealth or small wealth? Whose business
was it to see about restraining these people from restraining
trade? .

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was, first of all, the business of the
Congress of the United States not to put into its hands the
weapons with which to crush out its rivals unfairly, But I
wish the Senator would not divert me.

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to divert the Senator from the
line of his argument. I was simply curious to know how this
monopoly was allowed to grow and cover the field.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. We helped it grow.

Mr. TILLMAN. That is very true, perhaps.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. We helped it grow by special legislation
in this Congress.

Mr. TILLMAN. Possibly through some lobby influence here?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Noj; I do not suggest that at all—unwit-
tingly, no doubt.

Mr. TILLAMAN. We simply played the fool? [Laughter.]

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Was the Senator here when I ealled at-
tention to what was done in 19027
WH HELPED THE TRUST IN 1902 ; SHALL WE HELP IT NOW, OR SHALL THE

GOVERNMENT AGAIN GET THE MILLIONS OF REVENUE IT IS LOSING

EVERY YEAR?

Mr. TILLMAN. No; I was not in the Chamber at that time.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then I want to call the attention of the
Senator to what I said, so that he will get the idea I wish to

convey. I am sorry that the Senator was not here to hear my
poor remarks. I said—and I said it three times, because I
wanted to call attention to it—that in 1902, when all the tax
was finally removed, three other things were done: First, the
tax was removed; second, the war-time fractional packages
were specifically reenacted; third, the anticoupon provision of
the Dingley law was repealed; fourth, the 1897 tax on little
cigars, made almost exclusively by the trust, was reduced,
Now, I have no explanation to give——

Mr. TILLMAN. Were those accidents?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I present the facts and the Senator can
draw his own conclusion.

Mr. TILLMAN, I wish to inquire if the Sherman Act was
violated, those who had taken the oath of office to see that the
laws were enforced——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish the Senator would not get me off
this tax question. What I am trying to get the mind of every
one of the Senators to is a series of facts. I will follow this
gthor branch of the matter up with the Senator at some other

me.

Mr. TILLMAN. I want the Senator to drive all those facts
home——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. TILLMAN. By attracting the attention of the country
to the fact that we have a law which does prohibit and would
have prevented this, but it sleeps.

"Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh! We did not have a law which pre-
vented us from passing the laws we passed in 1902, of which
the trust took such advantage.

Mr. TILLMAN, If Congress did directly respond
THE RESTORATION OF THE TAX THE IMPORTANT THING; PROSECUTIONS
WON'T RESTORE THE MOXEY.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am going to make these facts clear,
if the Senator will permit me. I am going to get through with
this tobacco-tax argument. I am sorry the Senator was not
present earlier. I presented the facts gathered by very patient
and long investigation, showing how absurdly small the tax is,
in the first place, in comparison with that of other countries,
The Senator walks right in in the midst of my reading from a
government report and wants to know if some person has not
done something. Now, if the Senator will permit me to
g0 on—— ;

Mr. TILLMAN. I will shut up.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am very glad to have the Senator ask
me any question, but I am stating here the facts from govern-
ment reports and from records which show, beyond all question,
the wrong that has been done to the Treasury of this country,
and to the benefit of “the tobacco combination.” The Senator
knows I will be glad to answer any question directed to that
point, but I will thank him not to divert me from the line of my

argument.
Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to interrupt the Senator if he
objects to it. I wish to make the inquiry as to whether this

outrage could have been prevented, and if the Senator does not
think the law could stop it?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The tax? No! Only my amendment
can remedy that., As to law violations the law could and did
stop corporate transgressions of its provisions when the North-
ern Securities Company was formed. A suit was brought by the
administration through its Department of Justice to dissolve it.
It was a holding company. The Supreme Court decided that it
was a violation of the Sherman antitrust act of July 2, 1800.
The Consolidated Tobacco Company, which was the technical
tobacco trust, was organized in June, 1901, by a group of what
are known as “ financiers,” which was then called the “ combi-
nation.” It continued a corporation until 1904—that is, for
three years.

When the Supreme Court in the Northern Securities case
dissolved that vast corporation, it was a blow equally at the
Consolidated Tobacco Company, which was the technical trust,
and it dissolved in October, 1906. The men in charge of the
execution of the laws actually did execute them, and they
dissolved not only the Northern Securities Company, but by
reason of that decision the Consolidated Tobacco Company
dissolved itself.

Mr. TILLMAN. 8So we have no trust now.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; we do have a trust now. I am
coming to that, and I will not be diverted. If the Senator will
only listen to facts, instead of trying to put some blame on
somebody who is blameless, he will have a clearer idea of this
question.

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to blame any person.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There were more prosecutions, and more
successful proseeutions, begun under the Sherman antitrust
act during the last two administrations than in all the history




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3731

of this country under every administration since the enactment
of that law; and the most notable was the Northern Securities
Company case, and the most immediate effect of that decision
was the dissolution in October, immediately after that decision,
of the Consolidated Tobacco Company, which was a holding
company. When you come down to the history in the case, the
truth is that there never have been such prosecutions under that
law as those under the last two administrations.

TRUST'S ALLEGED “ DISSOLUTION * NOT IMPORTANT; LET US IN THE
FUTURE GET BACE THIS MONEY BELONGING TO THE GOVERNMENT.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I beg Senators not to divert me to the
antitrust law when I am trying to get the facts of thi§ com-
bination and the tobacco tax before the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, well, yes.

Mr, CARTER. Does the Senator not realize that there is
now pending in the Supreme Court on appeal by the tobacco
company a case wherein the judgment of the district court, ap-
proved by the circuit court of appeals, actually dissolved this
trust? If that judgment shall be confirmed by the Supreme
Court, it will be quite effective.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Effective of what? Will that get for the
Government the millions the trust is now taking from the Gov-
ernment’s Treasury and putting in its own treasury? I thank
the Senator for reminding me of that, but I must decline to be
diverted from this argument about the tax. I do not mean
that the American Tobacco Company shall escape the tax if
I can lay the facts before the Senate. I intend that the facts
shall be before Senators when they go on record with their
votes on this amendment.

Mr. TILLMAN, Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me to go on
with what the government report says?

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow one sentence?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Obh, of course—I must.

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to labor under the imputation,
insinuation, or accusation of appearing to pull the Senator
away from a very necessary exposé of somebody’s information,
because all these millions could not be piled up aceidentally.
There is some rascality somewhere.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is the Senator’'s construction. I
am not drawing conclusions now ; I am stating facts.

Mr. TILLMAN. When the Senator says I am trying to divert
him from the line of his discussion and his presentation of facts
with a view, perhaps, to wound his argument or to disarm his
accusation, or whatever it is, I want to find out who is the
“nigger in the wood pile” here. .

Mr, BEVERIDGE. If the Senator will be patient I will re-
veal to him all the “ niggers in the wood pile” that can be un-
covered. Now, I want to go on with those facts.

Mr. TILLMAN. To what purpose, if I may ask?

Myr. BEVERIDGE. To the purpose of adopting an amend-
ment which shall partially restore the war tax which ought
never to have been taken off. To the purpose of putting again
into the Treasury of the United States the millions of dollars that
are now going to the American Tobacco Company every year.
To the purpose of stopping the coupon infamy which the trust
has been permitted to use by the special act of Congress in 1902.
To the purpose that all this tax which the trust has been col-
lecting from the people since we took it off shall again go to the
Treasury of the United States. That is the purpose of offering
this amendment.

Mr. TILLMAN. In other words, if the amendment does not
pass, the infamy will continue. _

Mr. BEVERIDGE. There is no question but that it will con-
tinue. They will continue to collect the money from the people
and put it into their own pockets, for the report laid before us
by the President shows that is exactly what they are doing now.

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to interfere with the Senator.
He seems to be in bad temper.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not all all, though I might be excused if
I were, under the circumstances—when Senators are trying to
divert me from this tax question and getting this money back,
by going into antitrust prosecutions and *dissolutions of the
trust” and all that. I said in the beginning that I would be
prief, and I want to be permitted to be brief. I will not permit
the Senate to be diverted from the real question of the taz. I
am merely presenting the facts in this case. I am present-
ing them as logically as I can, and I want to get them before
the Senate, and I do not want the mind of the Senate to be di-
verted from the facts as they are. I wish to call the mind of
the Senate back to the point where I broke off.

DOES THE TRUST OR THE GOVERXMENT NEED THE REVENUE THE MORE?

Mr, TILLMAN. I wish to make just one suggestion, and then
I will not trouble the Senator any more. If he finds that the
Senate does not agree with him in the necessity for incorporat-
ing this amendment in the tariff bill, is he hopeless of stopping
this infamous robbery through the Sherman antitrust law?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I am certain that when
these facts are laid before the Senate, if ever I am permitted
to get them before the Senate, the Senate will put this amend-
ment on the bill, It should go on the bill. The other House
increased the tax on cigarettes. That was perfectly proper.
The Senate committee struck that out. Not many Senators here
know of that. I don’t think many Senators will be beguiled tc
vote against this amendment in the face of all these facts.

I suppose I will be confronted here with the statement, ** Oh,
well, we need the revenue, perhaps, and this tax ought to be put
on, but put it off until another day; we do not need it now."”
Just that and other things have been said to me. As a matter
of fact, the internal-revenue features have been on every tariff
bill. I have learned that where the facts concerning any-
thing are laid before the Senate, or before either House of
Congress, if Congress is responsive and it is the subject of
discussion at that time, that is the time fo get it. There is no
reason why the American Tobacco Company should be permitted
to continue to charge this increased price to the people and not
pay the tax which is-included in that price. This is a question
of revenue, I propose an amendment which shall bring in
$20,000,000 every year—$20,000,000, which the manufacturers
now collect from the people and put in their own pockets.

Mr. TILLMAN. I hope the Senator will pardon me. The
remarkable statement which the Senator makes is that the
people are already paying this money, but that the tobacco
trust is getting it, and not the Treasury. Is that a clear under-
standing of his contention?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; as far as their proportion of the,
business goes, which ‘averages over 80 per cent, exclusive of
cigars.

Mr. TILLMAN.
often.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is the truth and less than the truth.
I am sorry the Senator——

Mr. TILLMAN. I will try to pacify the Senator by telling
him that I will vote for his amendment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That does pacify me.

Mr. TILLMAN. Very well. I want the Senator fo so con-
vinee others that we may have a unanimous agreement.

I still want to find, if the Senator should accidentally fall
down and his labors and his eloquence are in vain, whether we
are helpless, whether the Sherman antitrust law is=still going
to be honestly used by men who want to stop the devilment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Undoubtedly; but why should I *“fall
down,” as the Senator says?

XO ANTITRUST PROSECUTIONS OR CONVICTIONS WILL RESTORE THE TAX.

Mr. TILLMAN. Now then, I have got all I want, as I learn
we can get this relief whether the amendment goes on or not.

AMr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, no! A million prosecutions under
the antitrust law awill not give the Government this revenue
which the manufacturer now is collecting and keeping. Noth-
ing but raiging the tax will do that. We are not going to
cheat the revenues of this country out of this $20,000,000 an-
nually any longer. In view of the facts that is unthinkable.
Now, if the Senator will permit me to continue, the history of
the trust—I want the Senator to learn about its history.

Mr. President, the Consolidated Company was formed in
June, 1801. The Senator was not here at the time I stated that
and I will go over it again. At the time it was formed what
are called “the financiers "—because none of them were prac-
tical tobacco men—entered the tobacco combination. It was
evidently foreseen by some one that the tax would be taken off
and that everything would happen that has happened; other-
wise even men as bold and resourceful as this particular group
would not have risked those enormous financial operations,

I was reading, when the Senator interrupted me, just what
the government report said about it, and I will continue:

GOVERNMENT REPORT'S COMMENTS ON TRUST'S FORESIGHT CONTINUED.

Such, in fact, proved to be the case. On the basis of the rate of
earnings of the American and Continental prior to the formation of
the Consolidated it would scarcely have been possible to m]\; dividends
on their preferred stocks and interest on the Consolidated bonds—

Nearly all “ water,” mind you—

During the three years and four months following the organization of
the Consolidated, however, the earnings of the two companies icere
sufficient to pay those charges and also to leave a profit of fully $30,000,-
%’&%’g&s} Consolidated on its investment of $30,000,000 (part of the time

If it is the truth, it can not be reiterated too
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Think of that—earnings sufficient to pay dividends on scores
of millions of watered stock and §30,000,000 PROFIT IN ADDITION
on an investment of $30,000,000!

The report continues:

That eompany durlng this period of time paid $86,000,000 in dl'vlﬂem
acc'umulnt:fa surplus of $17,000,000, and snhst.wtlnny became entl
also to the increase in the surpluses of the American and Continental
mmgnnles amounting to over $7,

e benefit of this increase in proﬁ

tion of the Consolidated, largely concentrat
This is seen in the fact that immediately after the organization of the
Consolidated more than half of its shares were held glx men—James
B. Duke, A. N. Brﬂd‘y H. I'ayne, Thomas F. Ryan A. B. Widener,
and Willlam C. Wh tne_v Throu% the owne p of the stocks of the

American and Continental by the Consolidated these six men were more-
over in position to dominate the entire combination. The same six men
had just previously owned only a minority of the stocks of the Ameri-
can and apgﬂrently very little o‘r the Continental, though they had been
very powerful in the management of bot
" were the who had

entercd the combination in 1898 and 1899, They and a few associates

had supplied the greater rt uf the new capital now made available

for the expansion policy ; 1’ did so on {dnbecausu it was evident

that, through the organimtlon of the Consolidated, they might enor-

‘:&outgly bl[zla’v.;mse their power and their share in the prospective profits
e ness.

eason of the organiza-

I do not want to tire the Senate, but the report goes on. Will

the Senator listen to this?

The most important reason why they might foresee an increase in
Erorlt lay in THE FORTHCOMING REDUCTION OF THE TAXES ON TOBACCO,

hese taxes had been increased during the Spanish war, and the prices
of tobacco had been advanced sufficiently to nsfer all or a large part
of the added taxation to the consumer, which is, of course, in accord-
ance with the theor% of this method of taxation. Already, before the
organization of the Consolidated Tobacco Company in June, 1901—

But after the financiers entered the combination, remember,
The report continues—

Congress had passed an act mﬂuclng the taxation on maunufactured to-
baeco, as well as on souff, by 20 per cent. This act March 2,
1901, and was to take effect .T:ﬂy 1 of that year. It would make the
tax on manufactured tobacco 9.6 cents per d instead of 12 cents.
p 1 - 13 guite likely, moreover, that the inside interests anticipated o still
er reduction of the tar, which had not yet been brou.ght down te
tho level existing before the war. As a mst¥er fact, by the act of
April 12, 1902, the tax on manufactured tobacco was reduced to 6 cents
per pmmd,thxmta that had existed before the war.
It is much easier to keep up the price of an article “1ohen people have
become accustomed teo it than to advance it.

I do not want to take the time of the Senate, but I think that
is worth reading.
LICORICE.

Mr. PAYNTER. Will the Senator yield to me at this point?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. PAYNTER. I wish to make a suggestion which will be,
I think, of some interest. The Senator is already acquainted
with it. He stated a moment ago that the House had inerensed
the tax ofl cigarettes and the Senate Committee on Finance had
reduced it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; I said so.

Mr. PAYNTER. I wish to make the statement in this con-
nection that paragraph 680 places licorice and extracts of lico-
rice and many other forms upon the free list; and it is very
important for the Senate to be advised that the American To-
bacco Company makes 98 per cent of that product in this coun-

uer. BEVERIDGE. Yes. I am coming to that in a moment.

Mr. PAYNTER. And the Senate Committee on Finance has
taken it from the free list.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. I am glad that the Senator has called my
attention at this time to what has happened in the bill now be-
fore us. The House increased the tax on cigarettes. I stated
it when T began my speech. In the second sentence I said the
Finance Committee had struck out that increased tax on ciga-
rettes, of which the American Tobacco Company is the greatest
manufacturer.

There was not a Senator here who knew it until T told him.
I made the statement that I was satisfied some members of the
Finance Committee did not know that they had struck out the
increased tax on cigarettes. I stated that, too, the second time.

In the next place, licorice paste, as the Senmator from Ken-
tucky——

(lilkg: PAYNTER. In all forms.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Licorice, as the Senator so well says, is
almost a monopoly of the American Tobacco Company. 1 have
Jetters which I will present to the Senate from the independents,
stating that they are compelled to buy the licorice paste from
the American Tobacco Company or go without it. There are
two little factories, one in Rhode Island and one in New Jersey,
which say they are not in the trust. Licorice paste was placed
on the free list by the House, It was struck from the free list
by the Senate committee, and I introduced an amendment here
the other day putting it on the free list again.

Emmamrarwm'

The legislation in my amendments involves four things.

First, the restoration of part of this tax; second, the reenact-
ment of the Dingley anticoupon provision : an.d t.hird, the putting
on the free list of the licorice paste controlled by the trust;
fourth, the 1897 rate on “little” cigars momnopolized by the
trust. Senators can do just as they please about it. I suppose
there are votes here to defeat it, but it will not be done without
Senators knowing the facts and the country knowing that they
know the facts.

Mr. DIXON. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. DIXON. When the revenue tax was repealed in 1902,
were_these facts brought before the Senate or the House at
that time, or was it done by a unanimous vote?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No attention wag paid to it, I was sur-
prised to find. I referred to the fact in my first speech that it
went through in that former period of legislation, where such
things were taken on faith. We are mow rather disturbing
that method of legislation; we are actually looking into things.
The Senator knows very well how things used to go just as a
matter of course. It was not expected that there would be any
question raised.

Mr. DIXON. Was there any debate?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. None at all in the Senate.

The repeal of the anticoupon provision of the Dingley law,
the reduction of the tax on little cigars from the rate fired
in the act of 1897, which was and is almost a monopoly of the
trust; the reenactment of the short-weight packages; the redue-
tion of the tax on all forms of tobaceo, were done at different
times of the same session without a word of debate in this
body. The Finance Committee would merely formally report a
little House bill and, without a word, it wonld go through with-
out anybody paying the slightest attention to it. That is the
case as it stands.

WHAT THE TRUST MAGNATES ‘‘ EXPECTED ;" ANXD WHAT ACTUALLY
HAPPENED.

Now, Mr. President, the report goes on:

They probably—

Says the Government's report, speaking of the men who were
engineering the trust—
itherefore erpecied an INCREASE OF PROFITS corresponding r?pruimtzl-y
TO THE REDUCTION OF THE TAX—an mcreue of very grea !mpur‘unce.
As a matter of fact, as will be more fully shown in a subseguent report,
PRECISELY THIS HAPPENED ; the prices were ke, ‘Rt up both after the first
reduction of the tax, which went Intu effect J 1, 1901, and after the
sumeuant reduction in 1902, to approximately same level as before,
and the amount of THE DIFFERENCE IN THR TAX was in very large part
ADDED TO THE PROFITS of the two companies.

So it appears that at the time when what I have twice here-
tofore called “a great genius” of financial generalship, a man
whose foresight in affairs of this kind was that of a seer, en-
tered this combination and laid the plans, everything was
anticipated, and THAT VAST CAPITALIZATION WAS DONE UPON THE
ABSUMPTION THAT (ONGRESS WOULD AFTERWARDS DO HERE
EXACTLY WHAT CONGRESS DID DO HERE.

The trust's managers *thought the fax would be taken
off, and the tax was taken off. They wanted to keep up the
price notwithstanding the tax was taken off, and they did keep
it up. They wanted again to use that weapon—the coupon—
that they had formerly used with such terrible effect that
Governor Dingley put the anticoupon provision in the law in
1897. They thought it would be repealed, and it was repealed.
They thought the short-weight packages would be reenacted,
and they wwere reenacted. And far more important than all, they
BELIEVED THE TAX WOULD BE REPEALED, AND 1T WAS REPEALED,

Now, by reason of the decision of the Supreme Court in the
Northern Securities case, the Consolidated dissolved in October,
1904. It dissolved in New Jersey, which has a law permitting
the merger of various corporations. So under fthe laws of
New Jersey this merger occurred. The Consolidated, the old
American, and the Oontinental were all merged into the new
American Tobaceo Company. 8o the merger—the new Amer-
iean Tobaeco Company—is the final result of this amazing cor-
porate growth. It has absorbed over 250 separate concerns up
to date. It has more than 86 subsidiary companies,

TRUST'S MONOPOLISTIC CONTROL OF TOBACCO.

According to the government report, that is not disputed, it
now controls to-day on the average more than 80 per cent of the
total output of smoking and chewing tobacco, snuff, and cigar-
ettes. The only thing it does mot control is a majority of the
output of cigars, and the only reason it does not control those is
because cigars are still made by hand; and, therefore, they are
made in every little town in the country. The workmen still
make them themselves. That is the reason I did not increase
the tax on cigars made by these common workmen, and I still




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3733

further modified my amendment after consulting with the union-
labor men so as to protect absolutely every one of them.

Cigar making is holding out against the American Tobacco
Company; the only reason it is doing it is that the industry
is by hand and not by machinery. The trust has expended a
vast amount of money in experimenting, or making machinery
for manufacturing cigars. They have not been successful.
They are successful in little cigars, therefore they nearly monop-
olize them. The taz on litile cigars was reduced in 1902 nearly
50 per cent below the rate eristing BEFORE THE SPANISH WAR.
When that is considered in connection with the other things
done at times, I am sure no Senator will vote against this
amendment. How can any Senator vote against it with all this
evidence before him?

I want to state again and impress the Senate with the amount
of this monopolistic power. We have heard a great deal of de-
bate this session about the so-called * steel trust.”

I heard the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. CuMMINS] say
that the steel trust controls 52 per cent of the total output—I
think that was a statement he made; was it not 52 per cent?
And everybody conceded that 52 per cent of the output gave it
a monopolistic power, so that it might fix the price. The Ameri-
can Tobacco Company has not got any little 52 per cent control
of the ouilput of tobacco, etc.—IT CONTROLS MORE THAN 80 PER
CENT OF THE ouTPUT. That is the most complete monopolistic
power of any financial or industrial organization in the world,
with the exception of the Standard Oil Company and the cash-
register trust. That is what I wanted to call the attention of
the Senator to, because I knew he had been thinking about it.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes.

Mr. DIXON. Has the Senator from Indiana, in the course of
his investigations, been enabled to determine whether or not the
United Cigar Stores Company, whose stores we see in all our
cities, is a part of the American Tobacco Company ?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; and I will show that to the Sena-
tor in just a minute. I am coming to that. The United Cigar
Stores Company is the trust's retail department.

THE MERGER AND “ DISSOLUTION ¥ OF THE AMERICAN.

Now, Mr. President, we have gotten down to the merger.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Indiana yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I do not know whether it is
exactly pertinent to this branch of the discussion, but the
circuit court of the United States has dissolved this corpora-
tion, and the argument in connection with its dissolution sus-
tains very strongly a great many of the propositions which the
Senator from Indiana is discussing. I shall just read a few
lines from that decision, if the Senator does not object. I have
the decision before me. I do not know whether the entire
Senate is familiar with if, but it is very important in connec-
tion with this discussion. The decision is contained in a report
which has been printed here in the Senate: :

Special attention Is Invited to the ease of I
Amgrlcan Tobaceo Company, supra. It involvgatlgméfﬁdﬁt;ts t‘;l'ai;h;
sorption of various independent companies by the American Tobacco
Company and was tried before four circuit judges on the certifieate of
the Attorney-General under .the act of February 11, 1903. The case
was decided November 7, 1908, three of the judges, in separate opinions,
declaring the absorption illegal. All of these opinions are interesting
:;;imglzie, but it will suflice to quote from that of Circuit Judge La-

Just for a moment on that point. Here is what the judge
says in rendering his opinion dissolving this company. If the
Supreme Court sustains that dissolution, that will be an end
to the American Tobacco Company, and I suppose it will resolve
itself into its component or constitutent parts.

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator will pardon me, what will
become of all these watered stocks and these bonds which have
been put on the market?

Mr. RAYNER. I can not tell anything about that. I do not
know what will become of them.

Mr., TILLMAN. What does the dissolution mean if it leaves
the snake alive, crawling around in pieces?

Mr. RAYNER. I am not argning the proposition. The
Senator from South Carolina will have to argue that with the
judges who decided this case. I am very strongly impressed
with the speech of the Senator from Indiana. I wish, however,
to read, in addition, these few lines: 3

LacoMer, C. J.: The act of July 2, 1890, in its first sectlon d
to be megni *“ every contract, comglnation in the form of trust oregm
wise, or conspiracy, in restraint of trade or commerce amo the
several States, or with foreign nations.” That declaration, am

when enacted, !? as the writer conceives, no longer open to construction
in the inferior fede

ral courts. Disregarding various dicta and follow-
ing the several propositions which have been approved by successive
rities of the Supreme Court, this language is to be construed as
prohibiting any contract or combination whose direct effect is fo pre-
vent the free play of competition, and thus tend to deprive the count
of the services of any number of independent dealers, however small,
As thus construed the statute is revolutionary. is it is not in-
tended to imply that the construction is incorrect. hen we remember
the circumstances under which the act was passed, the popular preju-
dice agalnst hu-ge aggregat!ons of capital, and the loud outery against
combinations which might in one way or another interfere to suppress
or check the full, free, and wholly unrestrained competition which was
assumed, rightly or wrongly, to the very “life of trade,” it would
not be surprising to find that Co had responded to what seemed
to be the wishes of a larﬁg part, not the majority, of commu-
nity, and that it intended secure such competition against the opera-
tion of natural laws.

Now, in conclusion the court says this:

It is contended that the case at bar Is not within the statute since
the various combinations complained of deal primarily with manufac-
ture, and United States v. Knight (156 T. 8., 13—

That is the sugar-refining case. That is the reason that this
case strikes me with such great effect—
is cited In support of that proposition. It seems to the writer, how-
ever, that subsequent decisions of the Bupreme Court have modified
the opinion in that case, and that the one at bar is as much within the
lt!]tugl 27&:) was the combination condemned in Loewe v. Lawler (208

So that this case dissolving this company is now on appeal
to the Supreme Counrt of the United States; and if the Supreme
Court of the United States affirms the decision of the circuit
court, the American Tobacco Company will be dissolved, and
dissolved upon the ground the Senator states. I am inclined
to be with the Senator. I do not want the Senator to misunder-
stand me. I merely want to fortify his argument. I have not
fully made up my mind about it. I repeat I am strongly im-
pressed with his argument, and I am merely attempting to
fortify the presentation he is making here by stating the facts
that the courts have taken hold of this case and have dis-
solved this company, and that the company has appealed the
case, which is now pending in the Supreme Court of the United

States.
THE “ DISSOLUTION ¥ OF THE AMERICAN COMPANY DOES NOT AFFECT THE

POINT—REAL TRUST REMAINS ; AND THE RECOVERY OF THE TAX THE

MAIN THING.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am not arguing this case of the dissolu-
tion of this company, and it does not make a bit of difference
to the argument on this tax whether this company is dissolved
or not. I am asking for a restoration of a tax that ought never
to have been taken off.

Mr. RAYNER. The Senator from Indiana will not misunder-

stand me.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope not; but pardon me just a mo-
ment.

Mr. RAYNER. Let me say to the Senator that I do not think

I am opposing the Senator at all. I am trying to be in favor of
his proposition, and I am merely fortifying the Senator with an
argument why this company should be dissolved. He has been
arguing that the company has been violating the law, and I am
merely giving him the decision.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I beg the Senator's pardon. I have been
arguing——

Mr. RAYNER. When you argue against me you are arguing
against yourself, because I am inclined to be with you.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am stating the facts. I made no argu-
ment about them violating the law. I am pointing out that the
trust has profited and is profiting millions of dollars a year, at
the Government’s expense, by reason of what Congress has done.

Mr. RAYNER. I am inclined to be with you, just as the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Timrman] is.

ANTITRUST LAW YIOLATION NOT INVOLVED IN TAX; LAW VIOLATION
ANOTHER AND A DIFFERENT QUESTION,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am glad of that. I expect the Sena-
tor’'s support. But I am not making any argument about
their violating the law. I stated the history of the thing, and
I must insist that Senators pay attention to that particular
thing, regardless of the Sherman antitrust law. I am repeat-
edly trying to state again and again the relation of the dates
of the organization of this company—the merger, the whole
thing—to the subsequent legislation that occurred here, and the
fact that the government reports say that all that was fore-
seen by the men in charge of this corporation; and finally that
the Government i3 now being deprived of millions every year.
I WANT TO GET THOSE MILLIONS BACK INTO THE GOVERNMENT'S
TreAasURY. That's the important thing—let us not get off onto
something else.

I doubt whether merely buying out another company and its
assets is any violation of the Sherman antitrust law.

Mr. RAYNER. The court has decided that it is; and it dif-
fers from the Senator from Indiana,
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the court has decided it is, then it is,

Mr. RAYNER. Will the Senator listen to it, or does the
Senator from Indiana intend to drive away those who might
be with him by his unwillingness to receive any information
upon the subject at all? Here is what the court says:

Accepting this construction of the statute, as it would seem this
court must acce‘Ft it, there can be little doubt that it has been violated
in this case. he formation of the original American Tobacco Com-
pany, which antedated the Sherman Act, may be disregarded. But the
present Amerlcan Tobacco Company was formed b, subseguent merger
of the original company with the Continental Tobacco Company and
the Consolidated Tobacco Company, and when that merger became com-
plete two of its existing competitors in the tobacco business were
eliminated.

That is the ground upon which the court dissolved the com-
pany.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That was the merger in 1904, to which I
referred, which was nothing more nor less than the change of
the form of consolidation. If that were true, what would be
the situation? The American Tobacco Company would be dis-
solved; that is, the American Tobacco Company No. 2 would
be dissolved into its constituent companies. What are they?
The American Tobacco Company No. 1 and the Continental, and
the real situation would not be at all changed.

Mr. RAYNER. I am not arguing the case. I am merely giv-
ing the Senator information,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am glad to be reminded of it. This is
what seems to have occurred. I do not like to get away from
this tax into a discussion of the Sherman antitrust law. The
Senator from South Carolina held me to that for a long time.
Let us stick to this tax argument a while. The tax is the real
thing. Do Senators want to argue decisions when the real ques-
tion is the getting back of millions to the Government, which the
trust is collecting every year and keeping for itself?

After Mr. Ryan and what are called “the financiers” got
into this business in these companies this Consolidated To-
baceo Company was formed. That was a holding company—
nothing more. Then, on account of the decision of the Supreme
Court in the Northern Securities case, that company was dis-
solved ; it voluntarily dissolved, in 1904, to avoid that decision:
that then under the laws of the State of New Jersey it formed
a merger. There is a law in the State of New Jersey which
allows what it calls “a merger of companies.” These three
companies then merged into the American Tobacco Company
No. 2, which took hold of everything.

WHERE TRUST WOULD BE IF “ MERGER" DISSOLYVED,

I thought then, and I think now, that was merely a change
of name, and that when the Consolidated dissolved and the
American was formed by this merger, it was just simply the
Consolidated under another name. Then if it should be dis-
solved into its constituent companies—there were two, the
American No. 1 and the Continental—so that the situation
would not be changed at all, except that it would be slightly
more inconvenient for them to do business, although I do not
know that even that would occur.

Mr. RAYNER. I agree with the Senator on that.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But that is not all; for even if the trust
did not exist, even if these were all independent companies,
nevertheless the taz ought to go back, and that is the point
that I am trying to make. And as to dissolving this mighty
business organization—suppose you do? It would be like “ dis-
solving ™ the “steel trust”; you would have “ the Carnegie
companies,” ete. Let us stick to the tax.

Mr. RAYNER. I happened to have the case before me, and
I thought it would be well to call the Senator’s attention to it,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am very much obliged to the Senator,
indeed. So we see, Mr. President, that by controlling 80 per
cent of the whole product of this country it has a more com-
plete monopolistic power than any other concern, excepting the
Standard Oil Company and the National Cash Register Com-

any.
D‘N{)w. coming to the question of the trust's methods, I pre-
sume there is no use of taking very much time with that, be-
cause the Senate has become familiar with it in the course of
this discussion. It has used every method that all of us are
familiar with for that purpose—it has undersold; it has forced
men to the wall; it has used coupons, and they were so scandal-
ously used that Governor Dingley prohibited them in his bill,
but we kindly permitted the American Tobacco Company to use
them again upon the repeal of the war-revenue act in 1902,
“ INDEPENDENTS "' SECRETLY OWNED BY THE TRUST.

It has bought out a great number of independents secretly,

and then continued them secretly as * independents.” The re-

port of the Government gives a list of those that existed at that
time—companies that the trust bought out and owned secretly,
but continued to run openly as “independents.”

And to-day

it is impossible to state absolutely whether an *independent ”
company is independent or not. That was the trust’'s policy,
Does anybody suppose it has discontinued that policy ?

One reason—and this comes to another one of its methods—
one reason why the trust wanted these bought-up * inde-
pendents” to appear still to be *independent,” although
owned by it, and therefore why it maintained the policy
of secret ownership of concerns that the public thought were
“independent,” was because a sentiment was growing up in
the country against the so-called “tobacco frust” on the one
hand, and, second, its brutal treatment of organized labor on the
other. I want Senators to know if any person comes to them
saying anything about this being a tax on the employees of the
American Tobacco Company, or the independent companies
either, that the American Tobacco Company employs a large
number of people, including a great many women and children,
:l?d they are not paid any more than the company has to pay

em.

They have waged unceasing warfare against a laborer if
he belongs to a union. So great became the antagonism to
them on that account that the union labor men would not buy
their product, and bought the so-called * independents™ prod-
uct; so, as the government report shows, the trust secretly
bought and owned many independent concerns, making the
publie think that they actually were “ independents.”

GOVERNMENT'S REPORT ACCOUNT OF “ INDEPEXDENTS ¥ SECRETLY OWXNED
BY THE TRUST.

To show that I am not overstating this, T quote from the
Government’'s report as follows:

The most important motive, however, for ithe continuance of sepa-
rate corr-parate existence in the case of many concerns has been the
desire of the combination to keep its control sECRET. There is a strong
feeling among many dealers and consumers against * trusts' in gen-
eral and the * tobacco trust" in particular. Independent manufac-
turers have extensively taken advantage of this feeling and have ad-
vertised their g as * Independent,”” ‘' Not made by a trust,” ete.

The attitude of the American Tobacco Company and Its openly
affiliated concerns In refusing to deal with labor organizations has
also caused hostility among union laboring men, many of whom insist
on buying *“union-label” goods., Many independent manufacturers
have availed themselves of the union-label sentiment to build up a
trade.

In order to overcome the effects of the antitrust sentiment and the
union-label sentiment, and even TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THEM, the To-
baceco Combination, particularly during 1003 and 1904, SECRETLY AC-
QUIRED a controlling interest in numerous concerns which had been
catering to customers who held those sentiments. Such concerns
continued to operate under their former management and kept up a
pretense of independence and OF HOSTILITY TO THE COMBINATION. Those
which employed union labor continued to do so and advertised the
union ]abe?. These SECRETLY CONTROLLED concerns were, until the facts
were disclosed by the Government, a powerful engine of warfare
against the genuine independents and were looked upon by the latter
as their worst enemy.

Again the Government's report emphasizes this particular
villainy of the trust:

The great expansion of the business of the American Tobacco Com-
pany and its affillated combinations has caused hostility among cer-
tain classes of the population. In the first place, there Is a strong
sentiment which takes the name of *“ antitrust.” Independent manu-
facturers of tobacco have taken advantage of this feeling and have
advertised their goods extensively as * Independent goods,” *“ not
made by a trust,” etec.

Again, the attitude of the American Tobacco Company in refusing
to recognize the unions of workingmen has caused a very considerable
degree of hostility to the combination on the Pnrt of organized work-
ingmen generally. The various trade unions in the tobacco industry
would refuse to permit their union label" to be used in any single
recognized factory of the American Tobacco Company, even if such
factory were willing indlvidually to employ exclusively union labor and
to nmie agreements with the unions.

Independent manufacturers have taken advantage of this fact and
have in many cases employed union labor and placed the union label
upon their goods, advertising them extensively as union made. In
order to avoid the effect of this antitrust sentiment and of the union-
label sentiment the American Tobacco Company has, in numerous
cases, SOUGHT TO CONCEAL ITS CONTROL OF TOBACCO CONCERNS., This
could, in most cases, best be done by acquiring stock in independent
companies and retaining their separate existence. In many cases the
concerns thus controlled have been dei‘fbemtery held out to the public as
being INDEPENDENT. They have been made vigorous and effective agen-
cies for attacking the business of independent concerns,

A large proportion of the tobacco-manufacturing corporations stocks
fn which have been acquired by the American Tobacco Company proper
(including those acquired by the Continental prior to its merger with
the American) were, at least for a time, operated under this cloak of
sEcrEcY. In fact, it appears to have been the desire and alm of the
combination to maintain SECRECY FOR AN INDEFINITE PERIOD with
regard to mosr such acquisitions. In many cases, however, informa-
tion as to the connection with the combination has leaked out, and,
since the advantage of professed independence thus ceased, the control
has been openly acknowledged.

TRUST'S BRIBERY OF LEGISLATORS; ITS LOBBY SYSTEM.

Not only that, Mr. President, but this company has resorted
to bribery in legislation. It has had its general lobbyist in
New York, a man of great standing there, up to the time he
died four years ago. It has had its local lobbyists with
salaries and an expense fund at their command in every State
where legislation affecting its interests was before the state
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legislature: -In one case letters of its: gemeral lobbyist in New
York to a local lobbyist in a State, mentioning the amounts
inelosed to him, has been revealed and published to the world.

Their Jocal lobbyist in at least one case was exposed by a
member of the legislature whom he was trying to corrupt. He
was driven from the country, and until a few months ago was
a fugitive from justice. All those matters are of public record.
I have here an article which sets out the original letters pass-
ing between the trust's general lobbyist for the whole couniry
and one of its state lobbyists. In short, Mr. President, there
is no method of crushing competition, on the one hand, no
method that has been known and no method that is too wicked,
and no method of corruption of legislators, on the other hand,
that this company, which has been and is the chief beneficiary
of the reduction of this tax, has not practiced.

ALTHOUGH FACTS ADMITTED, STILL AMENDMENT IS RESISTED] ABSURD
SBUBTERFUGE TO AVOID IT.

Yet, although it has made scores of milliens at the expense of
the Government’s Treasury; though our laws have played into
its hands, theugh its monopolistic control is admitted; though
the Nation now knows of its practices, yet this amendment to
take from the trust its profits represented by the reduced tax
which it still collects, and give it to the Government again—
this amendment to do these things is resisted. It is astounding,
it is incredible; but it is true.

And that is not the worst. I hear of a rumor that the thing

is to be glossed over and the American Tobacco Company pro- |

tected in collecting and keeping the tax by removing the pack-
age restriction and, as a sop to the public, enacting the anti-
coupon eclause of my amendment, and letting the trust go on
collecting from the people the tax we took off and keeping it.
And I hear that this is to be urged in the cause of “ the inde-
pendent manufacturer” and the “poor leaf grower.” But' I
will not believe that such a scheme exists until I see it in
print on our desks.

Mr., DIXON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield te the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. DIXON. Is it any secret who the general lobbyist of
this great trust is?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. I do not believe that T care to bring
names in. It has been published—the whole thing has been
published.

Mr. DIXON. In what magazine or paper?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The original letters have been published
in Collier’'s Weekly. The general lobbyist lived in New York—
he is dead now. He was a man of great social and political
prominence, and his letters to a state lobbyist have been pub-
lished. However, there is no use of going into specifications,
because it is well known what lobbyists do in such matters—
they look after legislatiom.

VARIETY OF TRUST'S BUSINESS.

The Senator asked a question a moment ago about the United
Cigar Stores Company that brings me to the next point in the
argument. This combination has shown its genius not only in
its finaneial operations; not only in anticipating legislation
which afterwards we enacted, not only in its ability ef basing
vast capitalistic operations upon legislation which it foresaw,
but also in the most unbelievable varieties of its business.

I sald a moment ago that the American Tobacco Company
has absorbed 250 concerns. It not only manufactures cigars,
little eigars, cigarettes, and every form of tobacco and snuff, but
it owns plants for the manufacture of machines by which those
things are made; it buys up patents; it owns companies which
own the patents for different machines; it makes its own bags
and cans; it is probably the biggest producer of bags and eans:
of that kind in the world; and not only that, but it has begun
the growing of leaf. It is becoming its own producer. It is
buying up tobacco lands; so that it produces its own leaf and
gets it at cost. It will not be long until it will succeed in doing
that to such an extent that the American Tobacco Company, the
largest purchasing company in the world, will be its own pro-
ducer and out of the purchasing market.

And not only that, but, as the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Pay~xTeER] pointed out a moment ago, it is the biggest manufac-
turer in the world of licorice paste, which is absolutely neces-
sary for the manufacture of plug tobaceo. I think the Senator
said it now controls 98 per cent of the licorice manufactured in
this country. Ljcorice is something that the independent and
every other manufacturer of tobaceco has absolutely got to have.
You can not make plug tebacco without it; and the trust con-
trols 98 per cent, according to the Senator from Kentucky. I
know there are two little factories that make licorice, ene in
Rhode Island and one in New Jersey, that are represented as

not being in the trust; but the trust does eontrol 98 per cent
of the licorice paste output.
TRUST CAPTURING RETAIL TRADE.

But its operations are more varied. It has entered the retail
trade. The United Cigar Stores Company, one of which you
see at the corner of Pennsylvania avenue and Fifteenth street—
and you see them in every town in this country—belongs to the
Americanr Tobacco Company. That company was incorporated
in New Jersey on May 16, 1901. In 1906 it had an outstanding
capital of $1,950,000, of which $450,000 was common stock,
$750,000 preferred stoek, and $750,000 of bonds. On December
31, 1906, the American Tobacco Company held $340,000 of the
common stock and all of the preferred stock and bonds of the
United Cigar Stores Company.

Mr. President, the number of stores of the company are at the
present time at least 400; probably they are much more numer-
ous. The trust is capturing the retail trade of tobacco in this
country more rapidly than it captured the plug-producing busi-
ness in this country. It is a startling fact, but it is absolutely
true. Not only has it got this chain of model retail stores all
over the country, but it has got three or four other refail eon-
cerns. It has organized even news-stand agencies.

I say there is nothing short of genius in the management of
this company, not only in the boldness of its operations, but in
the variety and novelty of its business.

TRUST OWNS EVEN BILL-POSTING COMPANIES,

Not only that, but we come to a matter that is actually
amusing. Its advertising expenses, especially after the tax was
taken off, were very great. Its problem then was to keep the
prices up to the war-time prices, whiech had been made up by
adding the war-time price to the tax—its problem when the tax
was taken off was not to reduce the price accordingly. It had
increased the price by the amount of the tax when the tax was
placed on it; but when we ebliged the trust by taking the tax
off, it did not reduce the price.

It was able to keep up this price only in one way, and that
was by enormous advertising. The people had become accus-
tomed to the size of the package; the people had become ac-
customed to the cut of the plug; but they were as yet a little
bit suspicious about the priee, so the frust did tremendous
advertising. :

If you will look at the tables I will present, it will be seen
that immediately after the war, in the case of some brands, the
profits did not increase as much as the tax. That condition is
explained, wherever you find it, by the advertising at that time.
Later on, within a year or two, you will find that the profits of
the American Tobacco Company increased by exactly the amount
of the tax we took off.

In the process of this advertising business the American To-
baceo Company actually bought out the Thomas J. Cusack Bill
Posting Company. You see those great big signs as you go to
New York advertising “ Bull Durham,” or anything else, and
down at the bettom you will find the name “ Thomas J. Cusack
Company.” That is the bill-posting company, and that bill-
posting company is owned by the American Tobacco €Company.

TRUST'S LOTTERY DEPARTMENT,

Not only that, but you see before you these things here.
[Exhibiting.] These are the coupons given by the United
Cigar Stores Company, and I regret I have not brought their
catalogue. Perhaps I shall be foreed to make a third state-
ment; and, if so, I will bring their catalogune and several other
facts. The trust calls this “a profit-sharing enterprise.” If
you make a 25-cent purchase, you get a coupon, and if you
make a 50-cent purchase, you will get another one, and so forth,
and a certain number of them entitles you to-a certain prize,

So another one of the branches of the trust's business—and
it has grown to be great in volume—is its prize-distributing
business. The variety of business of this concern would be
unbelievable if we did not have the facts from the Govern-
ment's report. It involves leaf tobacco; it involves the manu-
facture of tobacco; it involves the making of bags, cans, pipes,
smokers’ materials;, and everything of that kind; it involves the
making of machinery; the retail trade; it even involves a bill-
posting company.

Mr. President, this is the concern the people have built up.
This is the concern that has had the benefit—S80 per cent of it
at least—of the reduction in the tax, when the people ought to
have had that benefit. This is the kind of concern upon which,
if we restore the tax, most of the se-called * burden” will fall.

There may be something about it to entitle it to speecial eon-
gideration at our hands; but it oeeurs to me, in view of the fact
that at the same time we repealed the anticoupoen provision of
the Dingley law, at the same time that we continued the war-
time short-weight package, at the same time we repealed the
war tax, thus not only giving millions and seores of millions of
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dollars to its treasury, but again putting in its hands the sword
with which it struck down competition—it strikes me that the
American Tobacco Company has profited unjustly long enough,
and that it is time that the Government again be given the
revenue which we have enabled the trust to divert from the
Nation's Treasury.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEYBURN in the chair). Does
the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes.

TRUST'S FABULOUS PROFITS ! DIRECT EVIDENCE.

Mr. DIXON. Right there I wish to state that I have been
wonderfully impressed with this story the Senator is telling
this morning. During the last ten days the information came
to me, in a pretty direct way, that last year, in a period of de-
pression, the American Tobacco Company paid 34 per cent in
dividends on its common stock; and I think my source of in-
formation was absolutely correct.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. And yet this is the concern that Senators
pity! This is the concern that I am told privately it will not
be right for us to take this much revenue away from. This is
the concern which is to be defended in the name of the poor
“ independent,” the poor leaf grower, and even the poor con-
sumer,

The figures I have given apply to the whole business, inclusive
of its subsidiary companies.

To show the tremiendous earnings of the combination on its
own business exclusive of its subsidiary companies in com-
parison to its real assets: The report laid before us by the
President shows that although its tangible assets in 1907
amounted to a little less than $52,000,000, yet its net earnings
were more than $19,300,000, or 36 PER CENT OF THE VALUE OF
ITS NET TANGIBLE ASSETS,

That does not include its subsidiary companies. When the
snbsidiary companies are taken into consideration, it is the
amount I named awhile ago—ovEr $36,000,000 PROFIT ANNUALLY
FOR ITS TOTAL BUSINESS OF EVERY KIND.

To show that the tax was added to the cost to the consumer
and profit to the tobacco trust, I shall insert here Table 5 of
the report of the Department of Commerce and Labor sub-
mitted to us by the President of the United -States.

PROFITS OF TRUST PROPER—PARENT COMPANIES.

TapLe 5.—American, Continental, and Lorillard companies—Net value
o{ sgales and ﬂropuﬂwn represented by tax, cest, and profit, respec-
tively (domestic business). ;

The Government's report continues that during the war—

the profit was 8.3 per cent and 12.6 per cent, respectively. With the re-
duction in the war-revenue rates the proportion of the walue of the
l)roduct represented by tax fell, so that during the years 1903 to 1907
t represented a little over one-sixth of the value.

TAX ADDED TO PROFITS IN EVERY DEPARTMENT.

To show in detail the addition of the tax to ithe profits, I in-
sert here Table 9 of the Government's report laid before us by
the President, which shows that the profits of the direct busi-
ness of the trust proper, exclusive of the scores of subsidiary
companies which it controls, rose from $5,000,000 in 1899, when
the tobacco trust was paying THE TAX To THE GOVERNMENT
WHICH IT COLLECTED FROM THE PEOPLE, to over $19,000,000 when,
because of the REMOVAL OF THE WAR TAX and the CONTINUATION
OF THE WAR PRICE, it paid the war tar which it collected from
the people To 1TSELF instead of To THE GOVERNMENT.

TABLE 9.—XNect profit by dcpa'rtrxgems—d.mcrwﬂn, Continental, and Loril-
{1}

s Proportion repre-
Amount represented by SEnted by

Year.
Necyalie o iax Cost. Profit.  [Tax. (Cost.| Profit.
Lm P. d.!P.ct. Per ct.
1895... 821,120, 561. 70 84,071, 055. 14 §13, 637, 445.11 1$3,412,061.45 [19.3 64.6 16.1
1896..| 22,235, 4,786,115.76 | 14,625,914.00 | 2,823, 478,86 21.5 65.8 | 12.7
1897..| 23,485,333 81 | 5,859, 836. 87 | 14,418,463.97 | 8,207,032.97 [24.9 |61.4 18.7
1808. .| 26,923,627.85 | 8,674, 345.07 | 16, 585, 090. 64 | 2,664,191, 64 lﬂ.E 157.9 9.9
1899, .| 61,920,705, 44 (21,582, 820.74 | 35,214,013, 71 | 5,122,970.99 [34.8 |56.9 | 8.8
1900..| 67,589, 568, 18 [23, 856, 691. 80 | 85, 245, 909, 81 | 8, 486, 960. 57 (35.3 162.1 12.6
1001..| 67,147,552, 13 (20,787,075, 29 | 34, 631, 452.19 (11,779, 024.65 [30.9 [51.6 | 17.5
1902..| 71,786, 348,15 EIG,M,MB.Z? 39,976, 163. 61 15, 587, 866,27 |22.6 |53, 7 n.7
1903..| 71,704, 514. 28 (12,962, 499. 45 | 40, 006,125, 93 (18, 735, 888, 85 [18.1 56.8 26.1
1004, .| 69,981, 891. 02 12,374, 293. 68 | 41. 600, 195.75 (15,007, 402.49 [17.7 [50.4 | 2209
1905..| 73,261,513, 01 [12,992,612.42 | 42,355,071, 00 |17,913, 829,59 |17.7 |57.8 24.5
1906. .| 80,050, 489.98 14,285,783, 43 | 45,123, 048. 49 (20, 641,708.06 [17.8 (56.4 | 25.8
1907..| 79, 604, 641.91 [14,557,284. 72 | 46,021, 630,92 19, 025, 726.27 |18.3 |57.8 23.9

THE TAX CONGRESS TOOK OFF IN 1902 ADDED TO TRUST'S PROFITS SINCE.

This table shows that almost exactly the amount of the war
tax was added to the price; that this tax when it was removed
was not taken from the price, but was added to the profit. So
we see by this table that the net profits of the tobacco combi-
nation was less than $8,500,000 in 1900; it rose to more than
$18,700,000 in 1903 after the tax was taken off and is now
more than $20,000,000—for although it was over $19,000,000
in 1907, we must remember that that year was a bad one.

I do not object to the corporation making money. I am very
glad to see it make it. I do not, however, see why it should
be permitted to take the tax it has still continued to collect
from the people and pay it to itself.

Mr. GALLINGER. Does the Senator refer to Table 57

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Table 5. The Government's report con-
cerning the table says:

Very striking, however, are the changes in the profits, and particu-
larly ‘when the profits are compared with the taxes paid. 8 THE
AMOUNT OF -rui:} Ogng 1;21.1. (}rﬁ, Elmbou:og:sxgo (?go cfm;i:ﬁe 1&%3:“?&
" 1903 the taxes fell off abou 3 X w ro;
fnl::or!:n:a%w ot 818,600,000, risiag from ' §5,122,070.00 In 1809 to
$18,785,888.80 In 1903.

companies,
Year. Emoking. Plug. Fine cut. Cigarettes,
$559, 009, 82 a§892, 687, 88 $24,118.21 $3,574, 362, 60
740, 586,07 | o1,378, 845,78 19, 819. 68 8, 289, 736. 83
937, 068. 95 a 889, 780, 25 30,176.12 2,886,093, 29
736, 518. 96 a 926, 302, 86 @ 6, 398, 52 2, 705, 806, 70
1,085, 522,47 1, 606, 965, 15 77, 635, 657 2,630,573.78
1,976,404.34 | 4,121,017.42 a 30, 404. 01 2, 341, 869, b1
2,562,272.26 7,016, 591. 22 a107,734. 86 1,871,365.156
8, 706,050.93 | 10,140,562.13 814,755, 67 1, 820, B48. 95
4,051,635.90 | 11,986,675.43 400, 823. 56 2,106, 697.59
4,610,698 40 | 8,660, 296,31 443, 890, 45 1, 868, 813, 06
5,698, 148, 99 9, 862,073.73 479,801,12 1,802,124.52
6,384,2388,.58 | 11,588,114. 65 498, 338, 67 1, 950, 746. 78
5,876,6€8,18 | 10,308, 708,34 451,709.79 2,026, 468. 46
Year. Cheroots. | Little cigars. Snuff. Berap. Total
e e B $3,412,061. 45
60, 646.77 |o §17,964.09 |.. 2,828 475, B6
125,140, 44 4,489.17 |. 8,207,082.97
96, 503, 90 . 2,664,191, 64
22,608.74 | a 5,122,970.99
132,873.51 | =29, 8, 486, 966, 657
340, 769. 20 11,779, 024, 65
105, 639.59 |....... 15, 587, 866, 27
190, 056. 58 |.. .-| 18,785,888 .85
Con S BRI R SRS e e e 16, 007, 402. 49
, 044, 17,913, 529.59
541,195.44 |. i , 641, 708, 06
186958 |..oeecnracnss a165,718.08 | 19,025,726.27
a Loes,

TRUST'S “ LOSSES —CAUSED BY ADVERTISING FOR WHICH THE PEOPLE
PAID,

It will be noted that this table shows losses in certain years
on certain products. The Government's report explains that—

These were due to the cffort of the company to get a very large pro-
portion of the total output of the country, the ultimate result of which
was to bring the leading competitors into combination with the Amer-
ican. The losses of the plug business had to be made up out of the
la profits of the cigarette business.

lE:tm- the leading competitors had been brought into the combina-
tion, however, the plug business became very profitable, and in every

ear sinee 1900 it has contributed more to the profits of the American,

ontinental, and Lorillard companies than any other one branch. In
19038, when THE PROFITS in the plug business reached their maximum,
they represented MORE THAN 55 PER CENT of the total profits.

The profits of the smoking-tobacco business during the more recent
years rank next to those of plug tobacco, and the profits in the smok-
ing department have continued to increase SINCE 1908, while those in
plug have been less than in that year.

That this was true of it subsidiary companies as well as of
the trust itself, I insert Table 10 of the Government's report,
laid before us by the President.

“ BUB3IDIARY COMPANIES ' ALSO.

TABLE 10.—Net value of sales (less tax) and profit of the American,
Continental, and Lorillard and their principal subsidiary companies,

[The American Clgar and American Snuff companies not Included.]

Proportion of net
e represented
, Net value (less =
Year. tax). Cost. Profit
Cost. Profit.
Per cent. | Per cent.
.13 | 85,858,188.78 87.0 13.0
25 9,197, 540. 98 810 19.0
.35 | 13,303, 885.54 76.2 24.8
.00 | 17,752,380.09 78.5 26.5
.64 | 21,277,054.34 7.6 28.4
.81 | 19,815,561.93 74.8 25,2
L06 | 22,178, 498.81 2.7 27.3
62 | 24,945, 988,21 7.9 28.1
07 | 24,704, 828.96 7.4 26.6
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This table shows that the profits of the parent and subsidiary
companies’ combination rose from $5,358,186.78 in 1899 to more
than $24,704,838.96 in 1907. This does not include its cigar and
snuff business nor its export business.

TAX ADDED TO PROFIT PER POUND WHEN CONGEESS ABOLISHED TAX.

Reducing this vast sum to the pound, I insert Table 14 of
the Government’'s report, laid before us by the President, which
shows that the price of every kind of tobacco excepting only
cigarettes and cigars was increased by the amount of the tax
awhen the taz was put on in 1898; that this price was continued
after the taw had been taken off in 1901-2,

TABLE 14.—Average prices and profits, by departments, of the tobacco
combination (domestic business).

[American Cigar and A:':nerlun Snuff companies not included.]

Bmoking (per Fine cut (per
pou?l%). FPlug (per pound). pound).
Year.
Price less Price less Price less
. Profit. tax. Profit. tax: Profit.
Cents. Cenls. 5 Cents. Cents, Cents,
25.0 3.2 15,5 | a4.4 27.0 4.3
24.7 4.4 12.9 | a4.4 27.2 3.6
23.7 4.6 12,2 | a2, 4 26.6 b.6
23.6 8.2 16.7| a2.8 25.9 b9
211 2.8 24.9 L9 24.4 1.8
2.8 4.5 2.8 3.7 23.0 5.7
24.5 5.8 25.2 6.4 6.8 b1.9
26.7 6.8 2.7 8.3 33.4 6.4
27.9 6.2 20.4 9.8 29.4 5.8
29.4 7.1 80.0 8.0 80.8 6.2
28.4 8.8 80.2 8.1 80.6 6.7
29.3 9.0 80.1 9.1 29.9 6.6
80.1 9.3 80.4 8.7 £0.0 5.8
Scrap (per pound), ou;ut?dﬂu ”meoﬁlaand ){.W
Year.
Price less Price less Price less
i Profit. s Profit. S0, Profit.
189 S el 27 8 80,
..................................... 1.22 $4.60 . 43
1896 .. 2.46 1.06 4.43 .41
1897 .. 2.27 1.00 8.96 .67
1898 .. 2.02 1.05 3.68 .43
1699... 2.01 1.05 3.27 .07
g e e RS 2.09 1.05 3.19 .82
1901 ... 13.2 0.4 2.12 i 3.84 .63
1902... 15.2 b3 2.29 -T2 4.87 .20
1903 .. 17.7 3.9 2.27 1.04 4.33 .89
1904 ... 18.0 1.5 2.25 1 8.91 =13
1905. . 17.7 .3 2.17 .89 3.59 .2
1906 ... 18.0 b2.7 2.156 .85 8.60 .69
A ey e e na ket 18.5 b1.5 2,20 .71 2.60 .56

» American Tobacco Company only.
This is also shown still more clearly in Table 15 of the
Government’s report laid before us by the President:

TABLE 15.—Amount of tar, cost, and profit entering into net selling
price for the several departments of the tobacco combination
(domestic business).

[American Cigar and American Snuff companies not included.]

Emoking (per pound). Plug (per pound),
Year, Elements of price, Elements of price,
Net Net
price. price
Tax. | Cost. | Profit. Tax. | Cost. | Profit.
Cents. | Cents, | Cenis. | Cents. | Cents. | Cents, Cents.
51.0 6.0 21.8 8.2 21.5 6.0 19.9 ad. 4
80.7 6.0 20.3 4.4 18.9 6.0 17.8 64 4
29.7 6.0 19.1 4.6 | 18.2 6.0| 14.6 a2.4
82.1 28,5 20.4 3.2 26.2 b8.5 19.5 a2 8
83.1 12.0 18.8 2.8 56.9 12.0 2.0 1.9
84.8 12.0 18.3 “4.5 4.8 12.0 19.1 8.7
85.3 | v10.8 18.7 b.8 86.1| v10.9 18.8 6.4
8L56 7.8 19.9 6.8 35.5 b7.8 19.4 8.8
83.9 6.0 21.7 6.2 5.4 6.0 19.6 9.8
85.4 6.0 22.3 7.1 36.0 6.0 2.0 8.0
34.4 6.0 20.1 8.3 86.2 6.0 21 8.1
85.3 6.0 20.3 9.0 86.1 6.0 210 9.1
86.1 6.0 20.8 9.3 86.4 6.0 2.7 8.7

* Loss.
¥ Rate of tax changed during year. This is an average.

TABLE 15.—Amount of taz, cusrtt, and profit entering into net selling

price for the several departments of the tobacco combination
(domestic business)—Continued.
Fine cut (per ponund). Berap (per pound).
Year. Elements of price. Elements of price.
Net Net
price. price.
Tax. | Cost. | Profit. Tax. | Cost. | Profit.
Cents. | Cenis | Cenfs. | Cents.
83.0 .6.0 2.7 4.8 |.
83.2 6.0 238.6 8.6 |. =
82.6 6.0 1.1 5.5 .
34.4| ¥85| 2.8 a.9 .
86.4 12.0 2.6 1.8 |. 5
35.0 12.0 23.7 a,7
87.2 | v10.9 28.2 al.9 24.0| ¥10.8 12.8 0.4
41.2 b7.8 27.0 6.4 23.0 7.8 15.5 a.3
85.4 6.0 23.6 5.8 28.7 6.0 13.8 3.9
86.8 6.0 24.6 6.2 24.0 6.0 16.5 1.5
36.6 6.0 2.9 6.7 2.7 6.0 17.4 3
85.9 6.0 23.8 6.6 4.0 6.0 20.7 e2.7
36.0 6.0 24.7 5.8 4.5 6.0 20.0 815
Cigarettes (per thousand).e Little cigars (per thousand).
Year, Elements of price. Elements of price.
Net Net
price, price,
Tax. | Cost. | Profit. Tax. | Cost. | Profit,
$3.27 | $0.50 | 81.55 | $§1.22 | $.10 | $0.50 | $4.17 $0.43
2.96 50| 1.40| 1.06| 4.93 00| 4.02 .41
2.94 b 67 1.27 1.00 4.68 b.72 3.29 .67
83.27| v1.25 97 105 4.68 1.00 8.25 .43
3.51 1.50 .96 1.05 4.27 1.00 3.20 07
3.59 1.50 1.4 1.05 4.19 1.00 2.87 .82
3.89 | v1.27 1.156 97 4.10 b, 76 2.71 3
8.29| 4100 1.57 «72 4.91 5 4.17 .20
8.27 | d1.00 1.23 L 4.87 s 3.9 .39
8.24| 4.9 1.84 .91 4.45 L 3.19 W72
8.14| 4.97 1.28 .89 4.13 54 2.67 .92
3.13| 4.98 1.50 .85 4.14 B 2.91 .69
8.19| 4.9 1.49 .71 4.14 5 8.04 .66

88.
® Rate of tax changed during year. This is an averago.
cAmerican Tobacco Company alone. The cigarette business of sub-
sidiary companies is not comparable from year to year.
4 This is the average rate on the two classes of cigarettes, one taxed
at $1.08 per thousand and the other at $0.54 per thousand.

Concerning this table the Government's report says that—

The prices of smoking, plug, and fine-cut tobacco were very gener-
ally increased by the manufacturers by an amount sufficlent at least to
cover the increase in the tas, * * * there was little if any re-
duction in the average net price charged to the public at the time when
th% internal-revenue tax was reduced from 12 to 6 cents per pound in 1901
and 1902,

And the Government's report continues:

The proportion of the net price represented BY PROFIT I8 not only
much greater at THE PRESENT TIME than during the period of the Span-
ish war, but also much 'meer than during the riod before the
Spanish war. * * * he unusually high costs during this period
(1903 to 1905) were largely due fo EXTRAORDINARY ADVERTISING EX-
PENDITURES, the apparent purpose of which was to enable the combina-
tion To MAINTAIN THE PRICE of Its products, NOTWITHSTANDING THE
REDUCTION OF THE INTERNAL-REVENUE TAX.

Taking up now the various departments of the tobacco trust’s
business and going into the brands of each department, we find
that it is made even clearer than the tables above that the to-
bacco trust added the tax to the price when the tax was put
on in 1898 and did not take the tax off the price to the con-
sumer when the tax was taken off the trust in 1901-2, BuT
ADDED THE TAX TO ITS PROFITS.

MORE TABLES—SAME RESULT.

For example, I insert Table 32, from which we see that the
average price of plug and twist tobacco rose from 12.2 cents in
1897 to 249 in 1899, when the tax was put on; and that al-
though the tax was taken off in 1902, yet the pricé rose to 28
cents a pound in that year and to nearly 32 cents in 1907, while
the profits rose correspondingly.
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WHAT THE GOVERNMENT'S REPORT SAYS OF THESE TABLES.

Commenting on those tables, the Government'’s report says:

In considering the figures of Prlces and profits 1he changes in the
rate of taration should be at all times bornme in mind. It will be re-
called that in 1899 and 1900 and up to July 1, 1901, the tax on plu
tobacco was 12 cents per pound; that during the second half of 190
and the first half of 1902 it was 9.6 cenis per pound; and that since
Juldr 1, 1902, it has been 6 cents pound,

he table and diagram show that on none of the brands of plug
1obacco iwas there GIII} but temporary reduction in the price charged
1o the public at the time of the reduction in the tar, and that, conse-
quently, the net price, less tax, increased either immediately or soon
after BY THE FULL AMOUNT OF THE REDUCTION IN THE TAX. * *_*
The price, ezcludigg tax, for every brand has increased very materially
since 1899 and 1900, In the case of every brand, in fact (with the
exception of brand No. 14 for the year 1907), the net price, less tax, dur-
ing the four years 1904 to 1907 erceeded the price during 1899 and 1900
BY PRACTICALLY THE FULL AMOUNT OF THE REDUCTION IN THE INTERNAL-
REVENUE TAX, and in a number of cases by CONSIDERABLY MORE THAN
THAT REDUCTION. * * * 1The PROFITS during the years 1903 to 1907
have been, roughly speaking, from 5 to 10 cents per pound higher than
cven during 1900,

That is to say, they added the amount of the reduction of the
tax which they had formerly paid to the Government to their
own profits.

Mr. CRAWFORD. They did not pay any of it to the leaf
men, did they?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; they did not. They did not pay to
the leaf men any of the tax that we took off, not a bit of it.
When we took off the tax in 1902, the American Tobacco Com-
pany did not pay a cent of it to the leaf men. It put every bit
of it into its profits, and its books show it.

The report which the President has laid before us continues:

The above tables have made it clear that the tobacco combination did
not in general reduce the prices of the then existing brands of plug to-
bacco to the trade at the time when the war-revenue taxes iwere taken

off in 1901 and 1902,

In the case of most of the brands, set out in Table 40, which
is too long to be reproduced here, the Government's report,
which the President has laid before us, says:

The consumers’ price was increased by as much as, or more than,
THE INCREASE IN THE TAX. * * * IN NO CASE WAS THE PRICE TO
THE CONSUMER REDUCED AT THE TIME THE INTEENAL-REVENUE TAXES
WERE REDUCED IN 1901 AND 1902,

Take now the subject of smoking tobacco: After presenting
tables similar to those which I have already given, the Govern-
ment’s report laid before us by the President says—

notwithstanding the reduction in the internal-revenue tax from 12 cents In
1899 to 6 cents In 1903, the average net I‘I,Jrice, including the tax, re-

celved by the American, Continental, and Lorillard companies for smok-

ered by the table, it will be seen that in the case of all of the brands
for which data are available the price to the consumer increased by at
least as much as the increase in the tar at the time of the Bpanizh war.

OX THE OTHER HAND, THERE WAS ABSOLUTELY NO EBEDUCTION IN THE
FRICE TO THE CONSUMER ON ANY OF THE BRANDS COVERED BY THIS
TABLE WHEN THE TAX WAS REDUCED.

It appears, therefore, that, so far as the brands covered by the table
are concerned, the prices to jobbers were in nearly all cases increased
at the time of the advance in the taxes in 1898, and in most cases the
price to the consumer was also increased, the Increase being sufficient
at least to cover the addition to the tax. On these particular brands
also it has been seen that there was dprncticnl!y no reduction in price
when the tax was reduced in 1901 and 1902, These brands are among
the most important made by the combination and are fypical of much
the greater part of its business.

THE AMAZING STORY OF SNUFF.

The snuff business is the most profitable branch of the trust's
business; and, as I have already said, in the output of snuff the
trust has an almost complete monopoly.

Concerning the great increase of profits on its snuff business,
the Government’s report says:

Although the tangible assets have very considerably Increased since
the organization of the American Snuff Company, the profits have in-
O 80 MUCH MORE that the RATE OF PROFIT on TANGIBLE ASSETS in
the years 1905 to 1907 averaged about FOUR times as high as in 1900
and_considerably more than TWICE as high as in 1901, the first full
year of o 'a n.

Table 93 shows the quantity of snuff sold the American Bnuff
Company from year to year, the net value thereof, exclusive of Internal-
revenue tax, and the PROFIT thereon.

TABLE 93.—American Snuff Company—Quantity of sales, net value of
sales, and net profits.

Net value of
Year.. Bales. sales, less tax. Profits.
Pounds
1900 (10 months). -« e 8,558,762 | §2,501,726.18 $531,667.92
1901 ceemeee-] 18,843,506 | 3,061,686.93 | 1,066,605.81
1902 15,465,358 4,933, 447.61 1,680,616.84
1903 --| 17,280,982 | 5,705,178.14 | R,127,827.76
1904 16,762,422 5,860,142.73 2,576,428.00
1005 --| 19,246,717 | 7,005,804.99 | 3,119,250.30
1906. 21,530,275 | 7,954,454.26 | 8,794,779.08
1907, 5 21,545,113 7,925,440.46 3,544,000,16

The following table shows the increase in profit per pound of
snuff : i
TaBLE 95.—American Snuff Company—Increase in price (excluding
igo%], decrease in cost (excluding tarx), and increase in profit, 1901—

ing tobacco actually increased— ierelsninl Dartaans ' | Iodreass
And that— price (less | incost | inprofit
There was @ marked INCREASE IN THE PROFIT. » Year, tfﬁgl) E’“‘f lgﬁil‘zw m&"fl’
Out of these tables I select Table 51 (p. 105), showing price, pound). | pound). | pound).
tax, cost, and profit of the trust from 1899 to 1907.
TABLE 51.—Smoking tobacco—DPrices, costs, and profits of the tob
s combination. prop T ko 10oanco Cents. Cents. Cents.
1002.. P g.x 0.5 2.7
Price (per pound). |  Cost (per pound). T v z3 (s 32 74
e |13 : A .
Year. Bales. (per 1 - g ; 2
Manufae-
Inelud- Exclud- und), | 1907 = T.4 1.0 8.4
ing tax. Tax. ing tax. mnﬁgﬁlg Sale.| Total, (PO )
Concerning this table the Government's report says:
The Increase in the net price, less tax, and IN THE PROFIT PER POUND
Cents. |Cents.| Cents. Cents. |Cents.| Cents. | Cents. | of the American Snuff ComPnny during the period 1900 to 1903 was
83.1 | 120 2.1 4.2 4.1 18.8 2.8 | due in part, as already noted, to THE REDUCTION IN THE INTERNAL-
gg {‘T;g 2ﬂ4,g iig %3 i&g 4.5 | REVENUE TAX, of which the company was able to take advantage.
845| 7.8 26.7 52| 47| 199 252 This is shown with even greater clearness by the following
il Ei Balad| Ep| o7
34| 60 28 4 12| sa| 201 &3 | TABLE 96, —American Hnut;z’ Cmpt:n%“—amﬁi:;gn of net selling price into
3.3 | 6.0 29.3 66| 87| 203 9.0 2 . DroRL.
86.1| 6.0 80.1 18.0 | 2.8 20.8 9.3
Element(s tzmarlnsi into prics
per pound).
Remember that this price was increased on account of the Year. Iﬁ're(tp;.,::me 2 :
war taxes, AND NOT REDUCED WHEN WAR TAXES WERE TAKEN OFF. pound).
In short, the trust still collects it from the people and keeps it, Tax. Cost. | Profit
instead of paying it to the Government, as I have stated so
many times. . Cents COents. | Cents. | Cents.
Concerning this table the Government’'s report laid before us | 1900 (10 MONthE) - - evmmeocomeenacanns 41.2 12.0 22.6 6.6
by the President says, on page 103: RS REey 3 00 80 o3 10:6
The table shows in a striking manner that the marked reduction in | ygog - ... __777777777"77777 89.1 6.0 20.8 12.3
the internal-revenue tax has brought no corresponding change in the == 40.9 6.0 19.6 15.3
average price of smoking tobacco received by the combination. * * = |35 """"""""""""""""""""" """ "7 77T 42.4 6.0 20.2 16.2
The combination (the tobaceo trust)), therefore, has been very greatly | 1poa .- 3 42.9 6.0 19.7 17.2
able to expand its sales of smoking tobacco, while at the same time | j907._ s 48.1 6.0 20,8 16.3
maintaining and even increasing its prices in the face of a reduction of
the internal-revenue tax; and, despite some increase in cost of
doing business, its profits have very greatly increased. The profit of Without introducing more tables, which might only serve to
1907 WAs 6.5 CENTS PER POUND HIGHER THAN IN 1899, this difference | nonfuse, it must be remembered that the trust controls more

in 'Eemﬂt exceeding slightly the difference in the internal-revenue tax
as between the two years.

Long tables of prices to jobber and consumer are given in
the report, Table 55. The Government's report says:

Turning now to the prices charged to the consumer for the more
commonly used packages of smoking tobacco of the several brands cov-

than 95 per cent of the total output of snuff in this country;
that the use of snuff is inereasing more rapidly than any other
form of tobacco, and that the profits of the trust from this
source, considered on the basis of the tangible assets of that
part of its business, are beyond all belief, go enormous are they,
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THE LEAF GROWER AGAIN.

Mr. SIMMONS, My, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to say to the Senator that I repre-
sent, as he knows, a tobacco-growing State.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am thoroughly and particularly fa-
milinr with that fact and other facts about the tobacco indus-
try in the Senator’s State.

Mr. SIMMONS. Therefore the people of my State are inter-
ested in the price of leaf fobacco. Their chief interest, as
growers of leaf tobacco, is in the price of that tobacco. The
present tax on leaf tobacco is 6 cents, I notice that the Sena-
tor’s amendment here proposes a tax of 9 per cent upon—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It does not propose a tax of a cent upon
leaf tobacco.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not speaking about leaf tobacco now—
upon manufactured tobacco. ;

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; it does; only one-half the war in-

crease.

Mr, SIMMONS. Now, I would like to ask the Senator this
guestion, and I am asking it for information. The Senator
Ellxlnst not assume, when I ask a question, that I am antagonizing

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will tell the Senator, frankly, that as|
I first drew my amendment I added 6 cents—that is, I restored
the war-time rate—to all of the manufactured tobacco that is
manufactured, and the reason I afterwards put it at only 3

cents was because I did not want to put so much tax on those
who really may happen to be independent.

Mr. SIMMONS. The guestion I wish to ask the Senator is
this: Has he considered—I do not know what will be the effect,
and I am asking him—what will be the effect upon the price of
leaf tobacco of the increase in the tax upon manufactured to-
bacco?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator asked me that before. Yes,
I have considered it.

Mr. SIMMONS. I should like to have the Senator’s views
upon that subject.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It will not affect the leaf grower a bit.

Mr, PAYNTER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. PAYNTER. I want to say to the Senator from Indiana
that I am very glad that the Senator from North Carolina sub-
mitted the inguiry he did, because I intended to do so myself,
As the Senator knows, we are deeply interested in the gquestion
in Kentucky.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. PAYNTER. And I am very glad to hear the Senator
say that it is his opinion that this tax will not affect the leaf
raisers.

LEAF GROWER NOT AFFECTED,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I know it will not. T have here state-
ments which show that it will not.

Mr. PAYNTER. And had I made the inguiry, I certainly
should not have done it out of a feeling of antagonism.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Ob, I know that; I understand that. No
one appreciates the Senator more than I. T expect the Senator’s
support; and that of the Senator from North Carolina.

No; the tax I propose will not affect the leaf grower in the
least. When the tax was increased on manufactured tobacco in
1808, it did not reduce the price paid to the leaf grower. And
the increase of tax which I propose is only one-half the increase
made in 1898.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. CRAWFORD. An inguiry in that connection, which
seems to me to be relevant, is whether or not, when the increased
tax was put upon tobacco during the Spanish war, the leaf
growers suffered by reason of that additional tax at that
time?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Either the Senator from Kentucky or the
Senator from North Carolina can answer that more
than I. It is a very pertinent question. I repeat, however, that
that tax did not affect the leaf grower at all.

Mr. PAYNTER. I was not listening to the guestion.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Did the fact that during the Spanish war
an increased internal-revenue tax was put upon tobacco affect
the price paid to the growers of leaf tobacco?

Mr. PAYNTER. The Senator from North Carolina can per-
haps answer that question better than I can.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am sure it did not.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have no information upon that subject.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I said, a moment ago, that it did not. I
referred that question to Senators from tobacco-growing States
who are battling for the leaf grower, and they never heard of
it. I have—and it did not touch the leaf grower. Even the trust
could not have done that. It did not get any proportion of its
fax at all out of the leaf grower; it got it all out of the price
to the consumer; after Congress kindly took off the tax the
irust continued to collect it and to keep it. The Government
got the tax before we took it off and I want the Government to
get it again.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The point is simply here: If the tax did
not hurt them then, what reason have they for thinking it
would hurt them now?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly; of course. The Senator’s
acute mind sees the point exactly.

THE LUMP SUM OF MILLIONS TRACED DIRECTLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT'S

TREEASUEY TO THE TEUST'S TREASURY.

Now, Mr. President, I have had compiled a table which traces
in a lump sum the enormous amounts of money which have been
diverted from the Treasury of the Government to the treasury
of the trust by the reduction of the war tax.

American Tobacco Com i ; ap-
Aot Senstey S piced ey Sepmiey 22
mu'auum“:c WO%SM%% ete., unchanged—oigars
not fncluded, but inctuding little cigars and cigarettcs. .

Net receipts (less tax). Difference be- Net profit.
|tween tax ae-
tually col-
Computed on | what would Computed on
Actual. basis of tax |have been eol-| Actual, basis of tax
at war rate. | lected at war at war rate.
rate.

1809__| $41,201,984.90 [$41,201,088.01 $5,358,186.78 | §5,338,183.78
1800_..| 50,800,241.86 | 50,800,241.86 | eeeeerouee 9,720,008.90 | 9,720,008.90
1901 57,698,649.82 | 54,776,000.00 | $2,917,000,00 | 14,5870,400.85 | 11,453,000.00
1902 .| 71,873,803.70 | 60,901,000.00 | 10,973,000.00 | 19,442,006.93 | B,462,000.00
1903__] 80,658,559.12 | 64,466,000.00 | 16,192,000.00 | 23,404,882.00 | 7,212,000.00
1904...| 82,877,079.47 | 66,178,000.00 | 16,199,000.00 | 21,881,980,98 | 5,608,000.00
1005...] 83,263,750.88 | 70,831,000.00 | 17,432,000.00 | 25,207,749.11 | 7,885,000.00
1906...| 96,640,806.09 | 77,802,000.00 | 18,838,000.00 | 28,740,767.20 | ©,902,000.00
1007 100,658,737.49 | £1,292,000.00 | 19,864,000.00 | 28,248,838,12 | 8,884,000.00

If you will study this table, you will see that if you will add
the third and fifth columns, they make up, almost exactly, the
fourth column—oyg the total amount of the present profits of the
trust, Column 8 REPRESENTS EXACTLY WHAT HAS BEEN LOST TO
THE REVENUES OF THE GOVERNMENT AND WHAT HAS BEEN ADDED
TO THE REVENUES OF THE TRUST,

This table completes the case. When we took the tax off in
1901-2, reenacted the fractional package, cut nearly in half the
tax on little cigars, the manufacture of which is almost monopo-
lized by the trust, we, by that legislation, enabled the American
Tobacco Company to take these millions of revenue which this
table shows from the Government and add them to its own

rofits. i
> Mr. CUMMINS, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Keax in the chair). Does
the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. What committee was it that reported this
remarkable law in 19027

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator means “laws;™ for there
were four of them. It was the Finance Committee.

Mr. CUMMINS. Are there any who were then members of
that committee still members?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; there are.

Mr. CUMMINS. I have not observed that any of them have
given you the honor of their presence in discussing the law.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I know, they are not interested. That
has been a pretty familiar proceeding here this session.

Here are the facts, and they are facts laid before the Senate
by the President of the United States after an investigation of
the books of the corporations, If the Finance Committee want
to absent themselves when I present the facts, nobody can

prevent them.
GEXUINE * INDEPENDENTS " NOT INJURED.

I want to put in two more things here. There have been
some suggestions made to me that this amendment would injure
the *independents,” the few who remain. As I carefully ex-
plained in my first speech, I have made the amendment increase
the tax on things that they manufacture only half what I do on
the rest. Thus, instead of making the tax 12 cents—it is 6
cents now—I made it 9 cents, because I know they can stand it.
I have got evidence to that effect, and one of the most signifi-
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cant pieces of evidence to that effect is published here in the
Tobacco Leaf, which set out to stir up an agitation against this
amendment. Among others, they got a letter which they pub-
lished, apparently witheut looking at it, from one of the three
largest genuine independent companies in this country, the
Surburg Company. That independent, genuinely independent,
company says:

I am of the opinion: First, that an added tax should be put on
clgars, at least $2 per thousand ; on tobacco, 2 cents a pound—

That is within 1 cent of what my amendment proposes—

on cigareties, 10 cents a thousand—

On cigars $2 a thousand would make little or no difference to the re-
tailer or manufacturer.

On tobaccos 2 cents a pound would be hardly noticeable.

On cigarettes a small increase would affect very few.

I now ask the attention of Senators to this:

However, at the end of each year the added amounts obtained by
these small INCREASES IN REVENUE WOULD AMOUNT TO AN ENORMOUS
SUM FOR THE GOVERNMENT; IT I8 AN INDIRECT TAXATION THAT WOULD
WORE HARDSIIIP TO NONE.

Now, that is the published opinion of the leading genuine in-
dependent tobacco manufacturer in the country. It says the
tobacco tax should be increased; it says it “ would work hard-
ship to none.”

OPINION OF A CIGAR MANUFACTURER WHO MUST PAY THIS TAX.

I bhave here in my hand a letter from which I will read a
very little.
The Senate will have to take it upon my statement. He is one
of the prominent manufacturers of high-priced cigars of the
country, and I do not want to submit him or his company to
persecution by giving the name. He says:

I think you are on the right track regarding the restoration of the
size of the tobacco packages and the tax, and hope you will be suc-
cessful in forcing the tobaceo manufaeturers to give the people what
the people pay for and get back the lost revenues.

Rgga your proposition of a graduated tax on cigars, while this
might in a measure operate against my business, I AM IN FAVOR OF IT,
AND HAVE EEEN FOR YEARS, it is manifestly unjust that a stogie,
selling at three and four for a nickel should pay to the Government the
same reventie THAT A FINE HABANA CLGAR DOES, SELLING FROM 10 CENTS
UP TO $1 A PIECE.

So it appears that even the American Tobacco Company itself,
in taking charge of the effort to kill this amendment, has not
been able to get all the cigar makers and all the tobacco manu-
facturers to admit that it is going to hurt them.

Now, Mr. President, I believe I have closed the case so far as
the facts are concerned.

THE CASE SUMMED UP.

Now, Mr. President, to sum up, and then I shall be through.
1 have shown this morning that our rate of taxation is ridic-
ulously low compared with that of most other nations in the
world. I have shown that if we tax at the French rate we
would have on our consumption of tebacco $436,585,000 a year
of revenue, and at the English rate $380,086,000 a year of
revenute. If we tax our tobacco as much as Italy taxes its
tobacco, on eur consumption we would have $477,675,000 of
revenue. I know Senators are astounded. But those are the
facts. I have them from official authority. $

Second, 1 have shown that our taxation during the war of 1898
WAS ONLY FROM A HALF TO A THIRD WHAT IT WAS CLEAR DOWN TO
EVEN 1879, AND FAR BELOW WHAT IT WAS IN 1883. I have shown
that the consnmption in this country is increasing enormously
and alarmingly. I have shown, furthermore, the history of the
American Tobacco Company from the government's report itself.
It says concerning this trust that the men anticipated this very
Jegislation for their enormous profit, and that as a result of
that legislation their anticipations were fulfilled.

Now, Mr. President, it must be remembered that this concern
was making immense profits on actual investment while the
war was still on, It was making plenty of money then, and
there is no reason why it should have this additional tax pre-
sented to it now, for just that is what we have done.

I have, then, shown that every cent of the tax we put on in
1898 was added to the price, without one exception, and that
when we took off that tax it was not taken off of the price, but
was ndded, cent by cent, to the profit. I have shown from fig-
ures taken from the books just the amount of dollars, and 1
have given the total that year by year has been diverted by
this legislation or the operations under it from the Treasury
of the United States to the treasury of the tobaceo combination.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

THE FORESIGHT OF GENIUS.

Mr. GALLINGER. T simply want to call the Senator's at-

tention to one statement he made which, I think, it might be

1 do not intend %o give the name of the writer.

well at this point to qualify. It is that these men—and I have
no apology for them—went into this business because of their
anticipation——

Mr. BEVERIDGH. That is what the report says.

Mr. GALLINGER. Of legislation. That was simply busi-
ness foresight on their part—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is what I said; remarkable fore-
sight—foresight ameunting to genius.

Mr. GALLINGER. Because of the fact that it was a war
tax and they expected, in the nature of things, that it would
be reduced. The Senator did say that. I wanted to emphasize
it, so that it might not appear the reason——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. You mean was an illegitimate reason?

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have said two or three times that I
declined to draw inferences; that I stated facts. I am not
accusing anybody; I am trying to get those lost revenues flow-
ing again into the Government's Treasury.

“ REMAREABLY GOOD GUEBSERS.”

Mr. CRAWFORD. They were remarkably good guessers to
be able to guess that that coupon would be allowed to remain
and that the fractional weight should be allowed to remain, and
that all those things should be permitted to remain under which
they have profited so largely. They were remarkably good
guessers.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I say that the foresight of these gentle-
men amounted to genius. The government report exhaustively
states the fact. I will not take the time to read it again. The
Senator will remember it.

Now, Mr. President, this case is made up and is now before
the Senate on the authority of facts presented by the Govern-
ment itself, Not one will be answered. Not one can be an-
swered. .

I addressed the Senate some weeks ago and made statements
that were taken from the records and the statutes. I placed
those statutes in parallel columns. I placed the figures taken
from the Internal Revenue Commissioner’s report before the
Senate. We called upon the President for the information, with
reference to prices and the manipulation of this combination.
They have been before the Senate now for some weeks. No one
has answered a single statement.

WHAT SENATORS WILL VOTE FOR.

I hold a brief for the American people who have been wronged.
I hold it against the American Tobacco Company, who has
profited by our acts. I have made no charges as to intention. I
have only stated the facts. I have drawn no conclusion. I
have only laid before the Senate the evidence. I want every
Senator here to know that when he votes against this amend-
ment he votes to continue this stream of gold that was turned
by the legislation of 1901-2 from the Treasury of the United
States to the treasury of the American Tobacco Company.

Now, Mr. President, I send to the Secretary’s desk and offer
to paragraph 217 an amendment. There is another provision to
which I call the attention of the Secretary on the last page,
restoring the Dingley anticoupon provision. The paragraph was
passed over and is still before the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendment.

The SecRETARY. Add at the end of paragraph 217, page 74,

the following words:

pc. —. That upom tobacco, snuff, ci
tured and sold, or removed for conaumﬁ
and after July 1, 1909, be levied and co
im by law, the following taxes:
81: emu% manufactured tobacco or any substitute for tobacco,
ground, dry, damp, pickled, scented, or otherwise, of all descriptions,
when p! red for use, a tax of 12 cents per pound. And souffl flour,
when sold or removed for consumption or use, shall be taxed as snuff
and shall be put up in patkages and stamped in the same manner as
snuff. .

On all chewing and smoking tobacco, fine cut, cavendish, plug or
twist, cut or granulated, of every description; on tobacco twisteg by
hand or reduced into a condition to be consumed, or in any manner
other than the ordinary mode of drying and curing, prepared for sale
or consumption, even if %r%ﬂ.md withont the use of any machine aor
in t, and without being pressed or sweetened; and on all fine-
cut shorts and refuse scraps, cugpmgs, cuttings, and scrapings of
toba a tax of 9 cents per pound.

On ¢ wﬁm more than 3 pounds per thousand, a tax of £3
per thousand : led, That on such ¢lgars of a wholesale value or
price of more than 75 per thousand and not exceeding $110 per thou.
sand, the tax shall be $6 per thousand ; and on such cigars er cigarettes
of a wholesale value or rfr.tce of more.than $110 per thousand the tax
shall be $9 per thousand.

On cigars wﬁ_[ghmg not more than 3 pounds per thousand, a tax of

r SA1
n cigarettes weighing not more than 3 pounds per thousand, a tax
of $1.50 per thousand ?%rwtded, That on such cigarettes of a whole-
gale wvalue or price of more than $4 per thousand and not exceeding
$8 per thousand, the tax shall be §3 per thousand, and on such ciga-
rettes of a wholesale value or price of more than $8 per thousand the
tax shall be $4.00 per thousand.

s, and cigarettes manufac-
on or use, there shall, from
ected, in lieu of the taxes now
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On cigarettes weighing more than 3 pounds per thousand, a tax of
£3.60 per thousand. -

That in addition to the packages of smoking tobacco and snuff now
authorized by law there shall be packages of 1§ ounces, 2 ounces, 23
ounces, 3 ounces, 3} ounces, and 4 ounces; and there may be a package
containing 1 ounce of smoking tobacco.

Segc. —. That section 3 of the act of April 12, 1902, entitled *An
act to repeal war revenue taxation, and for other pur * and all
amendments thereof, and all other acts and parts of acts in conflict
with ]mragraphs 217, 218, 219, 220, and 221 of this act are hereby
repealed,

8ec. —. That until appropriate stamps are prepared and furnished,
the stamps heretofore used to denote the payment of the internal-reve-
nue tax on tobacco, snuff, cigars, and cigarettes, may be stamped or
imprinted with a suitable device to denote the new rate of tax, and
shall be affixed to all packages containing such articles on which the
tax imposed by this act Is pald. And any person having 'Eosaeasion of
unafiixed stam heretofore issued for the payment of e tax upon
such articles shall present the same to the collector of the district, who
shall receive them at the price paid for such stamps by the purchasers
gndﬂlz?sue ttn lien thereof new or imprinted stamps at the rate provided

¥ this act.

Bec. —. None of the Fackages of smoking tobacco and fine-cut chew-
Ing tobaecco and cigarettes and snuff prescribed by law, or any cigar
or Raeknge of clgars, or other package of tobacco, shall be permitted
to have packed In, or attached to, or connected with the same, any
coupon or other article or thing whatsoever other than the wrappers
or labels of the manufacturer or persons, orders, or organizations mak-
ing or producing the same. And such labels shall truly state the bona
fide owner, proprietor, and manufacturer: And provided further, That
such packages, when emptied, shall not be received by any manufac-
tt%rerlof tobacco in lleu of coupons or in conslderation of anything
of value.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the Senator permit me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yleld to thé Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I should like to know if the amendment
just sent to the desk is the same as the amendment offered
some time ago that has been printed?

AMENDMENT MODIFIED, AND WHY.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is exactly, with the two changes, I
will state. The Senate will remember that no increased tax
whatever was laid on cigars in the amendment as originally
offered, except when it got up to cigars selling from $35 to $75
a thousand. Pretty careful investigation had convinced me
that that would not put any additional tax at all, but would
leave the tax as it was upon practically all the cigars that are
made by little factories, and would thus lay not a cent’'s burden
upon that great branch of the industry. Since then, in conver-
sation with some cigar makers, I can see that it might affect
perhaps as many as 2,000, if not more, throughout the country,
unless we begin the increased tax on cigars with those that sell
from $75 to $110 a thousand and upward. 8o, at their request,
I have modified the amendment in that particular, so that the
increase on cigars is on the cigars of very high price. They are
all made by very large and very prosperous companies, and not
a single independent cigar maker in his little factory in the
whole United States would be affected. That is one change.

The other change is to add a section which reenacts—making
it a little bit stronger—the Dingley anticoupon provision, which
we repealed in 1902 at the time we took off the tax.

The facts collected by the Government have been placed before
the Senate. If the Senate wants to undo what it did in 1901-2,
it ean do it. If Senators want to vote this revenue into the
Treasury of the Government, instead of into the treasury of the
tobacco trust, as has been the result—not the purpose, but the
result—of the legislation of 1902, that can be done. I have dis-
charged my duty, Mr. President.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator from Indiana has offered
quite a long amendment, proposing to revise a large percentage
of onr internal revenue derived from tobacco. This bill is in
the main a bill to regulate duties. I for one have not investi-
gated the question of just what the tax ought to be upon tobacco.
I am satisfied with the two provisions that are in the Senator’s
amendment at present, and should probably vote for both of
them as separate provisions, even though I should naturally not
be inclined to include outzide matters in this bill. One is to
dispose of these coupons entirely and the other is to arrange for
proper packages, so that the tobacco dealers will not take ad-
vantage of the public. If the Senator would present them as
separate propositions, I would be disposed to favor them.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I most certainly will not present them
as separate propositions, Mr. President.

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not asking the Senator to do so.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not think the Senator is probably
going to do so.

As to this being a tariff bill, there has never been a single
tariff bill which did not contain some internal-revenue feature
in it. This bill when it came from the House had an inereased
tax on cigarettes, and the Committee on Finance, of which the
Senator is a member, struck it out, and did not explain to the
Senate why it struck it out.

I suggest the absence of a quorum, Mr. President.

;Il.‘he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will eall the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Aldrich Clark, Wyo. Fr{a Overman
Bailey Clay Gallinger Owen
Beveridge Crawford Gamble Page
Borah Cullom Guggenheim Penrose
Bourne Cumminsg Hale Perkins
Bradley Davis Johnson, N. Dak. Piles
Brandegec Depew Johnston, Ala. Root
Briggs Dillingham Jones Scott
Bristow Dizon . Kean Simmons
Brown Dolliver La Follette Smoot
Bulkeley du Pont Lodze Sutherland
Burkett Elkins MecCumber Taliaferro
Burrows Fletcher Money Tillman
Burton - Flint Nelson Warner
Chamberlain Foster Newlands Warren
Clapp Frazier Nixon

Mr. BEVERIDGE. As to this amendment being an extrane-
ous matter, I understand that the Senator's committee is going
to bring into this customs bill an exceedingly extraneous amend-
ment, compared with which this is most germane.

As to the Senafor not having examined the amendment, it
was carefully and mocroscopically analyzed and presented to
the Senate several weeks ago; the figures were given, the stat-
utes were laid side by side, and everything stated had been
taken from the government reports. It is not my fault, Mr,
President, that the Senator has not examined the amendment.
He belongs to the committee which shounld have examined it.

As to restoring the packages, or as to taking up a proposition
which was stated to me of not fixing any packages at all, that,
of course, would authorize the American Tobacco Company to
work its will still more upon the people. That would not cor-
rect the wrong which has been done in reference to plug and
twist and all of that kind of tobacco; the reports of the Gov-
ernment giving the figures and stating in exact words that the
tax was added to the price to a cent; and that when we took
the tax off, although there was a protest against taking it off,
the price of tobacco was not reduced, but was retained; and the
amount of the tax that we took off to a cent, to a dollar, has
been put into the coffers of the American Tobacco Company.

That is not my statement, but it is the Government's state-
ment. The correcting of the fractional package will not remedy
that. It will still continue to charge the same price to collect
the tax from the people on plug and on twist and to pay it to
itself instead of to the Government. Indeed, the fractional
package, I find, on deeper investigation, was not necessary to
enable the manufacturer to get this tax from the people; he
did that by raising the price. The fractional package actually
enabled him TO GET EXACTLY THAT MUCH MORE THAN THE TAX.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? d

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Yes.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the Senator’'s amendment is an
amendment to the internal-revenue features of the bill. We are
now on the dutiable schedules, and we have a unanimous-con-
sent agreement that as soon as the dutiable schedules are fin-
ished we shall fake up the income-tax amendment. I do not
think, under that agreement, that we have any right to sud-
denly drop the dutiable schedules and go over to the latter part
of the bill to deal with a purely internal-revenue guestion; and
it belongs properly, of course, to the internal-revenue features
of the bill.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I suppose the Senator from Massachu-
setts will admit—I know that he will admit—that I have a
right to offer an amendment any place I please in this bill
For example, there was no objection made the other day—and
none could be made on parliamentary grounds—when the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. BaiLey] offered his income-tax amend-
ment to one item of the sugar schedule, A tariff bill is an
entire proposition before the Senate.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator misunderstands me. T would not
deny his right to offer that amendment to any part of the bill
at any time were it not that we were bound by a unanimous-
consent agreement to finish the dutiable schedules and then take
up the income-tax amendment. This is breaking that agree-
ment, according to my understanding.
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is not, of course, according to my
understanding ; but I suppose it will be according to everybody's
understanding who does not want this amendment voted on.

Mr. LODGE. Every Senator must observe the agreement ac-
cording to his own understanding.

Mr. BEVERIDGHE. I ask, Mr. President, for a vote upon the
amendment by yeas and nays.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, it is undoubtedly true, tech-
nically, that the Senator from Indmnn has a right to offer this
amendment; but it is certainly in violation of the spirit of our
agreement, which was that we should proceed to dispose of the
dutiable schedules and then take up the income-tax amendment,
which, of course, was to be followed by the consideration of
the other provisions of the bill

The Senator from Indiana suggests that we have stricken out
the internal-revenue provisions of the House bill, which included
an inereased tax on cigarettes and the imposition of an inher-
itance tax. They were stricken out, as stated by the commit-
tee, with the idea that they would hereafter report amendments
io them or substitutes in place of them, including an amend-
ment in regard to free leaf tobacco. The Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. PaynsTEr] understood—and everybody else under-
stood—that we were to consider that matter and either agree
to a substitute or agree to change it in some form when the
internal-revenue features of the bill were reached. There was
no suggestion of trying to prevent any action or any discussion
upon any of the amendments which were then pending or which
might be offered.

The committee have no disposition, so far as the amendment
offered by the Senator from Indiana is concerned, to suppress
investigation or to suppress discussion. Only yesterday the
committee agreed that we would take up this matter, as soon as
we could possibly consider it, in all of its aspects; that we
would hear the Senator from Indiana if he should feel disposed
1o be heard, and that we would investigate the matter carefully.
That is the purpose of the committee. They will report their
conclusion whenever the internal-revenue features of the bill
are reached.

It would be impossible, from a practical point of view, to in-
ject this amendment into the dutiable schedule in the construe-
tion of the bill as the committee propose it. For instance, the
first section of the bill is made the dutiable and the free list.
Our maximum and minimom provisions provide that under
certain contingencies the duties contained in the first section
shall be increased or affected by the presidential proclamation.
Of course, as a matter of fact, we could not put a provision
taxing cigars and tobacco under the internal-revenue system in
this section.

I will assure the Senator from Indiana that his side of the
matter will be heard, and that this question will be carefully
examined.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit
me, I had some rather important facts to lay before the Senate
to-day, and the Senator speaks about hearing me upon this
matter, I do not think that the committee showed any disposi-
tion to hear the facts that were laid before them to-day. I did
not want them to hear me, but I should have liked them to have
heard some of the facts.

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall read the speech of the Senator from
Indiana with great care.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have no doubt of that.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Indiana knows as well
as I do that the committee are engaged in the preparation of
an amendment to the income-tax provision, which has been
made the special order as soon as these schedules are disposed
of; and we have been at work in that direction, hoping that
later this afternoon or early to-morrow morning we could pre-
sent to the Senate, in order that they might be read and con-
sidered, the provisions which we propose to put into the bill in
regard to the tax on corporations.

Knowing that the dutiable schedules were to be disposed of as
soon as possible, we thought that this amendment should be pre-
pared to be presented to the Senate. I am sure thatthe Commit-
tee on Finance have not neglected their duty. There has been no
time since this bill has been here that the Republican members
of the committee have not given a very large portion of the hours
of every day to the consideration of this bill

The committee are not unmindful of the fact that this amend-
ment of the Senator from Indiana is'an important one, and I
can assure the Senator that we will give it our most ecareful
consideration; but I suggest to him that it is a plain violation
of the spirit of our agreement to try to inject this amendment
to the Internal-revenue feature of the bill here before we dispose
of the schedules and before we dispose of the income-tax
amendment.

If the Senator will agree to the postponement I have sug-
gested, T am willing to agree that the amendment shall be taken
up immediately after the income tax is disposed of, if he desires
to have that done, or as soon as we reach the internal-revenue
part of the bill. Otherwise, I shall be obliged to move to have
it postponed. -

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well, then; there will be——

Mr. CULLOM. Let it go over.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want to think a litﬂe about this thing.

Mr. CLAPP, Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. With all due deference, if one objection can
prevent it, I would not consent to this matter going over until
after the income tax is settled. It ought to be settled before
that.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senate has already agreed, by unan-
imous consent, to finish the dutiable schedules and the free list,
and then to take up the income tax and keep it before the Sen-
ate until it is disposed of.

Mr. CLAPP. I am glad to hear the Senator urge that, be-
cause I shall remind him of it upon almost, I think, the first
thing the Senator brings up after the speech of the Senator
from Texas; but I can not concur in the view that the agree-
ment was that we should consent to let matters of this char-
acter go until after the disposition of the income-tax amend-
ment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was not the agreement.

Mr. ALDRICH. The agreement was that the dutiable sched-
ules and the free list should first be disposed of.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The word “dutiable” was not used.
The word “ dutiable ” has been put in here to-day.

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; it was.

Mr. CLAPP. The reasori of this thing was that when we
came to discuss the income tax we would know just what we
had done, so far as the Senate could do it, with reference to
the revenue to be derived from the amendments to this bill. I
submit, again, before we take up the income tax, that we ought
to know, so far as we can know from our own action in the
Senate, what the revenues will be. *

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I listened with very great care to most
of what the Senator from Indiana had to say upon this subject
this morning. He made a very careful and very strong presen-
tation of this case, and yet there may be another side to it
which we have not heard. I am very much inclined to vote for
the Senator’s proposition, and yet I will say frankly to the
Senator that I do not feel quite prepared to vote mow; and I
hope, in the interest of his own proposition, that he will not
insist upon a vote now, but will permit it to go to the Finance
Committee and let the Finance Committee consider it. The
chairman of the Finance Committee has promised that it will be

considered and will be reported. It seems to me that is a fair
proposiﬁon. and I believe the Senator will make greater head-
way with his own proposition if he will permit that to be done.
There may be other Senators here who feel the same way as
I do about it, who are very much inclined to support the Sen-
ator’s proposition, and yet who are not quite prepared to do it
at this moment, and desire to look into it a little further. That,
at any rate, is my frame of mind, and I very much hope the
Senator will not insist upon a vote upon this proposition at this
time.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, anything that the junior
Senator from Utah [Mr. SUTHERLAND] says to me appeals to
me very strongly, as he knows. I can see that there is weight
in what the Senator says; but, on the other hand, Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator will recognize that I brought this matter up
in a very careful statement which I read to the Senate many
weeks ago. There has been accessible to every Senator this
ﬁlﬂ?e' the first report of the Department of Commerce and

r— |

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator will permit me right
there, it is true, as the Senator says, that he presented it with
fullness some time ago. I listened to him upon that ocecasion;
but the Senator must remember that we are dealing here with
a multiplicity of things.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am aware of that fact.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Our time is fully occupied, and we can
not always give attention to these matters, and perhaps t.hey are
important and ought to be considered.
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. The case, although I have taken some
time to present it, because there is such a multiplicity of figures
and statements connected with it, is an exceedingly simple one.
I am not going to restate it.

It involves almost in a nutshell the facf that when we put
on the tax, they added it to the price; and when we took off
the tax they kept it on the price and added it to their profits.
And all there is to it is the question whether we want this
revenue to go into our Treasury or into their treasury.

Mr, McCUMBER rose.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Pardon me a moment—and the additional
facts which I presented this morning to the Senate, but which
did not seem to interest certain Senators very much, that we
now tax this article infinitely less than any other civilized coun-
iry except Belgium, and possibly Germany ; that we tax it now
less than ever before in our history; that we taxed it in 1898,
during the war, less than ever before in our history, excepting
only the period from 1890 to 1898,

There is the whole case. I have gone into great detail. I have
relied upon government reports. I will say to the Senator that
while I have been impatient, I am very much disposed to let
the matter go over at the Senator's request. But it has been
before the Senate; I have spent a great deal of time getting
these facts together; they are facts that can not be laughed
down, as I saw an attempt made to do to-day when certain
figures were presented; and I will say to the Senator that I am
a little bit impatient. I know perfectly well that there is no
question about there being an intention to defeat this amend-
ment. I am perfectly clear about that, I know that the effort
is going to be made in every possible way to defeat this amend-
ment by delay, by the confusion of figures, by arguments that
we do not need the revenue, and everything else. And if it were
not for that, I will state to the Senator, 1 would at once follow
his suggestion.

Now I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McCCUMBER. Mr. President, I am afraid that the Sen-
ator's overzealousness for immediate action upon his amend-
ment will not inure to the benefit of that amendment.

BEVERIDGE. That is to say—pardon me, the Senator
11,ls spcaking in my time, and he must stop when I interrupt

m_._

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, if the Senator wishes to
give me time to give an expression, all right,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want to say——

Mr. McCUMBER. If he refuses, all right.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not refuse; I yield. But when the
Senator says that, he makes this statement,  which I am sure
he does not want to go unmarked—that if I press the amend-
ment, the very fact of pressing it will cause certain Senators to
vote against the amendment. The Senator does not want to be
put in that attitude, but that is virtually his threat.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the attitude I want to be
put in is this: The Committee on Finance have been rather
busy. About every other night we are up until 12 o'clock mid-
night upon this bill. We have to be in the Senate most of the
time. When the Senator spoke before, I listened to his entire
speech, This morning I was absent for a time at the White
House, and then I was in the committee while it was in session.
The rest of the time I was here. While I was present com-
plaint was made that the commitiee were not all present. The
Senator probably observed that there was just as great a per-
centage of others absent as there was of the committee,

But, Mr. President, that has nothing to do with this ques-
tion. Up to the present time this matter has not come up for
consideration before the committee. I have always understood
that it would be reached before we got through with the bill,
and that we would consider it at the proper time. I have been
very much impressed with the position taken by the Senator—
not possibly as to every provision, but certainly as to some of
the provisions of this amendment.

I should perhaps be able to vote this morning upon two of
the provisions. I should not vote for the amendment as a
whole to-day. I should be compelled to vote against it; because,
while it may be entirely correct, as the Senator states, and
while I have listened to much of his argument, which seems to
be very conclusive upon some matters, I am not prepared to
say to-day what the tax shall be. I want the committee to
congider the matter before I vote on it. To-day I should vote
against taking this matter out of its order and attaching it
to another provision of the bill. When it does come up for con-
gideration, after having been considered by the committee,
I am a little inclined to think that I shall favor most of its
provisions. I do not know how the other members of the com-
mittee may feel.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I feel that what the Sena-
tor.says is reasonable, although I will say this: Of course the

child always looks that way to its own parent; and it is in-
comprehensible to me, of course, that anyone should not see
at once that this amendment is entirely the right thing—es-
pecially so in the case of a Senator of so good an intellect as
my friend from North Dakota.

I am more or less puzzled what to do about this matter. I
know what the Senator from Rhode Island says; he has been
urged to have it postponed.

Mr. ALDRICH. Urged by whom?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Well, I withdraw that. But if the Sen-
ator from Texas will agree that we may vote upon this amend-
ment after we have finished the schedules, and before the dis-
cussion of the income-tax proposition begins, I will—

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon me,
with all due deference to the Senator from Texas, I do not
think that either the Senator from Texas or any other Senator
can make any such agreement. If it is suggested that this
matter be delayed until other Senators can examine it, or
until possibly the Finance Committee can within a reasonable
time take it up, that is all right. But I for one shall enter a
protest against subordinating this or any other thing that
affects the amount of revenue to be derived from the bill to
the consideration of any other subject.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not quite understand what the
Seantor means by suborﬂinattng this subject to any other sub-
ject.

Mr. CLAPP. I refer to the suggestion of an agreement to
postpone the consideration of items here, because they are
corelated with revenue matters outside of the tarItr itself, to
a consideration of the income tax:

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator knows that the broad spirit
which urged the postponement of the consideration of the in-
come-tax proposition was that it was wise to first see how much
revenue we would probably get from the bill as finally adopted
by the Senate.

In deference to the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. SUTHER-
LANDp] and the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, McCumBER]
and other Senators who have expressed a desire fo have an op-
portunity to look further into this matter, and in view of the
friendly statement of the Senator from Rhode Island with ref-
erence to it, and for the convenience of Senators in general, T
think I shall let this matter go over, if we may understand
that

Mr. CLAPP. Just let it go over.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Then, with the understanding that I can
present it whenever I choose, I will let it go over. With the
understanding that we will vote upon the matter when I call it
up, after we have disposed of the income-tax and corporation-
tax matters, I will let it go over.

Mr. CLAPP, Mr, President, there can not be any such under-
standing. This matter may go over, but I shall ¢laim the right
to bring it up to-morrow or on any other day.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well, Mr. President, I will let it go
over indefinitely. I mean to say I will simply let it go over.
I do that to oblige Senators.

Mr. HALE. ' The Senator withdraws the amendment,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, certainly; that goes as a matter of
course.
Mr.
ment?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will suggest to {he Senator that I have
a very important amendment that I propose to offer, and that I
hope will be adopted by the Senate, increasing the beer tax.
But I do not propose to offer it until the dutiable schedules of
the bill are completed.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The example of the Senator from New
Hampshire is always a good one to follow; but, at the same
time, the Senator must permit me to take my own course.

Mr., GALLINGER. Oh, to be sure; but I wanted to make
that suggestion to the Senator—that the course I shall pursue is
in the line suggested by the committee; and I am glad that the
Senator is inclined to do the same.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I say that for the convenience of Sena-
tors—I see the Senator is going to examine this matter—I shall
let it go over. Of course that means that it is withdrawn. I
offered it a moment ago. I now withdraw it and let it go over.
I understand that at the appropriate time I may call it up.

Mr. GALLINGER. Cértainly.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Indiana
withdraws his amendinent.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. For the present.
after.

Mr. MONEY. Mr. President, in view of the time that has
been lost in the accommodation of several Senators, I want to

GALLINGER. Will the Senator permit me for a mo-

I will bring it up here-
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say a word, with the hope of facilitating the further progress
of this bill to the speediest possible completion.

Everybody realizes how very tiresome this debate is becom-
ing, especially some Senators who are sick. I have been asked
several times to agree to a date when we shall take a vote on
the passage of the bill. I have not been able to consent to that
for several reasons, some of which are shown by a memorandum
I am going to send to the desk and ask the Secretary to read.
I wish to say now that I shall only occupy the time of the
Senate very briefly, especially as we have reached the hour
when the Senator from Texas desires to address the Senate.
But I will ask him to let me have this bill of particulars read:
and I am going to ask the attention of the honorable chairman
of the Finance Committee to what I consider necessary to com-
plete this bill.

We do not know what we are voting on, except as we take
up the separate schedules. The whole of the bill has not been
presented here. : oy

It comes in on the installment plan, as a majority of the
majority may happen to vote from day to day. We want to
know what we have to vote on at last. I ask the Secretary
to read what I send to the desk, which indicates that there
are some things which I think are necessary, and which have
not been reported by the majority of the committee,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read as
requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

PROVISIONS NOT FOUND IN SENATE BILL AS AMEXDED THAT ARE NKCBS.
SARY TO COMPLETE BILL.

[The sections of Dingley bill covering these provisions are given.]

I. Countervailing duty. (Sec.5.)
II. Regulations as to labeling and marking packages, ete.,, of imported

goods. (Sec. 8.
III. Prghibltin}g goods counterfeiting American names and trade-marks.
(Sec. 11

IV. Provisions for free entry of materials to be nsed in the construction of
foreign ships and repair of Ameriean ships under certain conditions.
(8Secs. 12 and 13.)

V. Provisions for supplies wlthdrawn from bonded warehouses, ete., for
American ships. (Sec.14.)

VI. Provisions covering bonded warehouses. (See. 15.)

VII. Prohibition of certain imports of an obscene nature, ete., together
with penalties for such importation. (Sees. 16, 17, and 18.)
YIII Pro\-;ision(mr th; ;mportatlon in bond of machinery to be used for re-
pairs See. 19.
. Provisions covering the forests of the State of Maine along the St.
Johns and St. Croix rivers. (Seecs. 20 and 21.)

X. Restriction of imports to American and other vessels and the imposi-
tion of extra duties under certain conditions, depending upon treaty
provisions. (Secs. 22, 23, and 24.)

. Provisions as to neat csttle and hides, together with penalty for vio-
lation. (Sees. 25 and 28
. Reimportation of Ameriean goods once exported. (See. 27.)
. Provisions respecting goods from wrecked vessels. (See 28.)
. Smelting and refining in bonded wn:ehou.aea (See. 20.)
. Drawback provision. (Sec. 30.)
. Convict-labor provision. (See. 81.)
Rates on goods already imported, but in warehouse. (See. 33.)
XV‘III. Repeal section. (See. 34)
Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me

for a moment?

Mr. MONEY. If the Senator will permit me, I want to make
just one remark. I am not giving any information to the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Committee. He knows all
about this matter much better than I do. But here are things
that are important and necessary to the completion of this tariff
bill, as he very well knows. When is he going to bring them in?

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President—

" Mr. MONEY. One moment, if you please. In other words,
we are asked to fix a time for a final vote npon a bill which is
incomplete. We do not know what is coming next. We do
know that now and then the majority of the committee meet,
and, by a majority vote of the majority, do report certain amend-
ments. So we are getting the bill by piecemeal.

In this condition of things, it is impossible to get consent to
fix a time to vote upon the bill, because we do not know what
is going to come into it, nor how much time of that which is
set will be wasted in unimportant debate upon mere trivialities,
when at the last moment the most important questions—such,
for instance, as the maximum-rate clause, which will have to be
debated quite thoroughly, and all these things—can be put
through without time for investigation, without time for debate,
and almost without an opportunity for protest, simply because
the time has come to vote upon the bill.

I have no authority in the world to make a proposition of
any kind; but I will take the liberty of making a suggestion
to my friend from Rhode Island on this subject. It is that
the eommittee bring in all they intend to ask us to vote upon,
so as to give us a symmetrical whole, in order that we may
know all that is coming, and that it may be before the Senate
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when we are voting upon every single item; because each one
will have more or less relation, especially with a view of
revenue, to the other parts of the bill. There is no one here
who is disposed to delay the progress of the bill; and when
he has done that I think he will have no difficulty, if he wishes
it, in obtaining unanimous consent to take up any schedule he
wishes, or any item in a schedule, and to have a time fixed for
a vote upon that particular schedule. When that has been
concluded, he can then take up the next one, and ask for the
fixing of a time for a vote upon it, and so on. In tHat way,
almost before we are aware of it, the bill will be debated,
voted upon, and completed. But the Senate will have in its
mind what is coming next, and what, in the whole, it will have
to vote upon.

The Senator may not have any embarrassment about this
matter, because he knows what he has in reserve. We do not.
Therfore we are voting here blindly, in some measure, because
we must vote at last with relation to the revenue that is to be
laid and collected by this measure. I will ask him to take this
matter into consideration, and, if he is ready now to do so, to
state whether he has considered all these matters. I have no
doubt that he has, because they are so important that they can
not have escaped the notice of such a profound master of the
art of construction as he is.

If so, 1" will ask if he will tell us now whether he has in
progress an amendment that embodies these things, or whether
he has considered them, and when he is going to report the
whole bill? When that is done, I do not think there wil! be
any difficulty in coming to a unanimous-consent agreement in
the way I have indicated, at least; and we will have a proper
disposition of the bill in less time than we can have on the
installment plan that prevails to-day. :

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I appreciate fully the force
of the suggestions of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MoxEY].
As I have already stated, in answer to the suggestions of the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEvEriDGE], the committee have heen
extremely busy with various matters, as the Senator from Mis-
sissippi knows. Rightfully or wrongfully, the majority of the
committee felt the responsibility of presenting their own views
as to the dutiable schedules of the bill and the provisions of
the free list. That is in accordance with the custom; and I do
not desire, at the present moment, to go into that question.
But these administrative features, the features to which the
Senator from Mississippi has alluded, are not partisan questions,

They are not questions dividing the Senate along lines of
protection or duties for revenue only. I suggested yesterday
to the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. DaNIeL], the senior
member on the Democratic side of the committee, and I sug-
gested this morning to the Senator from Texas [Mr. BAlLEY]—
and I should have made the same suggestion to the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Moxey] if I had been able to find him—
that the whole committee at once take up all the provisicns to
which he has alluded and try to reach some agreement upon
them, with a view of reporting at a very early day such of
those provisions as they approve, or, if they so desire, with
modifications.

It is my purpose to call at a very early day a meeting of the
entire committee to take up all the provisions to which he has
alluded in the statement which has already been read. It is
also my purpose to report as early as possible every single
amendment the committee expects to offer. I think that with
two or three exceptions every amendment the committee has
to the dutiable schedules has already been presented, and those
that have not are of minor importance. 8o I can not see why,
before the week closes, we may not be able to dispose of all the
dutiable provisions, which will include any little amendments
we may have to the schedules which have not already been
disposed of. Most of them have. And I hope that during the
debate upon the income tax and the corporation tax the com-
mittee may find time, within a very short period, to report
every amendment which they may have to suggest to the com-
plete and entire bill.

Mr. MONEY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Texas will
permit me for a moment, the Senator from Rhode Island under-
stands very well that I did not rise to criticise the action of
the committee in framing a bill for which they are exclusively
responsible. I simply rose, as I said at the outset, to facilitate
the work of the Senate, and to present some reasons why it
has been impossible to fix upon a definite time for a final vote
upon this bill—because the whole measure has not been before
the Senate. What I said, as I stated to him, was a mere sug-
gestion. I knew that with his perspicacity, and his experience
in these matters, he would see how necessary it is that a com-
pleted measure shall be presented. I differ with him, however,
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in the relation which they bear to all the items upon the bill
that are dutiable; because they must all be considered together
when we are considering that a certain amount of money must
be raised by this bill, unless there is some way to supplement
it, which we do not yet know.

It is that very uncertainty as to what will come next which
prevents us from fixing a time to vote on anything. The Sena-
tor can see that if everything were in and we had some as-
surance that there were to be no more changes, if the committee
had presgnted to the Senate all that it intended to present, all
these difficulties could be obviated in the way I have pointed
out, and the Senate could come to a very cordial agreement.

I want to say to the Senator, what he is probably aware of,
that there is no Senator who wants to stay here a single mo-
ment longer that he must stay. A good many Senafors are here
now who should not be, and it is only with a view of expe-
diting matters that I have made these suggestions.

I am indebted to my friend from Texas [Mr. BaiLey] for the
time in which I bhave made them.

Mr. ALDRICH. I assure the Senator from Mississippi that
I am in entire sympathy with what he has said and of my
purpose to cooperate with him and all the other members of the
committee in presenting these amendments at the earliest pos-
sible moment.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I knew, when we entered upon
the discussion of this bill, that many distinguished Democrats
and sincere tariff reformers have never been entirely satisfied
with the action of our parity in renouncing the doctrine of free
raw material; but I did not suppose that any well-informed and
candid man in this Republic would deny that we had expressly
and deliberately renounced it. As this debate has progressed,
however, it has become apparent that many men of great ability
and of high standing believe that it is now, and that it has al-
ways been, the policy of our party to exempt the manufacturers’
raw material from all tariff charges; and some of them, under
that impression, are condemmning me, and those with whom I
have voted, as recreant to our Democratic duty. I understand,
of course, that many of those who are assailing us have seized
upon this matter as a mere pretext for the attacks which they
desire, for other reasons, to make on the Democratic party; but
some of the criticisms are so evidently sincere that they require
a respectful answer. I therefore feel that I owe it to my asso-
ciates, as well as to myself, to lay before the Senate and before
the country a brief statement on the question.

More than one of those who have written or spoken on the
subject bave not only assumed, as a matter beyond all dispute,
that to admit raw material free of duty is the traditional policy
of the Democratic party, but they have even reported me as
admitting such to be the case. I have here an editorial which
recently appeared in a reputable newspaper, whose editor, I am
gure, would not intentionally misrepresent any man, and to illus-
trate how widely my view has been misunderstood I will read
this extraet from it:

When the Cleveland Democracy lost control of the party in 1806, the
doctrine of free raw materials was put upon the shelf. Mr. BAILEY says
that he drew the tariff plank of the 1896 platform with the distinet pur-

e of renunciating the free raw materials idea. But up to that Bm
g?: BaiLey admits the Demoeratic party did advocate tge doctrine of
free raw materials, though many members of the party disliked it.

While the gentleman who wrote that editorial may not have
so intended, I think the inferenee which even the most intelligent
and attentive reader would draw from it is that I have admitted
that prior to 1896 the Democratic party had always advocated
the importation of raw materials free of duty. Had he confined
my admission to Mr. Cleveland’s era, his statement would bave
been entirely accurate; but I have never, at any time or in any
place, admitted that up to the national convention of 1896 the
Democratie party had always advoeated such a policy. On
the contrary, I have, in season and out of season, denounced it
as a radical departure from the well-established prineciples and
policies of our Democratic fathers. It is very true—and that
much I have freely admitted—that during the time when Mr.
Cleveland and his friends dominated our party they did commit
it to the supreme folly of giving our manufacturers free trade
in what they buy while leaving them protection on what they
sell; but I have asserted, with almost wearisome reiteration,
that both before Mr. Cleveland’s first administration and after
Mr. Cleveland's second administration the Democratic party had
and has always rejected that doctrine, and I think that I have
- demonstrated on more than one oceasion that the advecaey of
it was the exception, and not the rule, with men of our political
i AN OLD QUESTION,

This question is not a new one in our time, nor was it a new
one in Mr. Cleveland’s time. - It is as old as the tariff contro-
versy itself, In the very elaborate report on Manufactures

which he made to Congress in 1791, Alexander Hamilton in--

cluded the exemption of the manufacturer’s raw material from
customs taxes, with high duties, prohibitions, bounties, and other
special privileges as a means of developing manufacturing
enterprises. He arranged them under subheads, and presented
the arguments in favor of each according to that arrangement.
They were stated in this order:

1. Protecting duties, or duties on those forei article hich
rivals of domestic ones intended to be included. i ek S
2. Prohibition of rival articles, or duties equivalent to prohibitions.
tursé Prohibition of the exportation of the raw materials of manufac-

TH.

4. Pecuniary bounties.

5. Premiums.

6. The exemptions of materials for manufacturers from duty.

7. Drawbacks of the duties which are imposed on the materials of
manufacturers.

Four other methods were enumerated, but as they do not re-
late to the tariff I omit them here. In another paragraph of
the same report, while discussing the cotton goods industry,
Hamilton deseribed the exemption of its raw material from
duty as an “ essential advantage " to the manufacturer.

Mr. Clay, who is often and affectionately called the *father
of the protective system,” specified the admission of raw ma-
terial free of duty as one of the ways in which the manufae-
turer could be protected. He taught that manufacturing enter-
prises could be encouraged by diminishing the eost at which
their articles could be produced as well as by increasing the
price at which they could be sold. But the friends of protection
in this day realize that from its peculiar nature it would net
be sustained by public sentiment unless its favors are extended
to every class who ean possibly participate in them; and they
have adopted the plan of giving all protection at the selling end
of the transaction. They are wise enough to understand that
they can not advocate free trade in what the manufacturers
must buy and profection on what they make to sell without
arraying against them every producer of raw material; and
their maxim is protection for every industry. They have not,
however, always practiced their profession, for while they have
never ventured to the extent of removing the tariff entirely
from raw material, they give, whenever they think it safe to
do so, the manufacturer an advantage over the producer of raw
material by levying higher duties on manufaetured articles than
on the raw material out of which they are made.

The paragraph now pending, and the amendment offered by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ArpricH] yesterday after-
noon are apt examples of this favoritism. The House of Repre-
sentatives, after placing hides on the free list, still left the
manufacturer a duty of 15 per cent on shoes, and although the
Senate has remedied this diserimination by.restoring the daty
on hides, it could not resist the tendency of this system; and
the chairman of the Finance .Committee has reported an amend-
ment increasing the duty on shoes to 20 per eent, which gives to
the manufacturer a 25 per cent higher duty on his finished
product than he pays on his raw material.

Aside from the act of 1833, which may be excluded from our
consideration because it was a compromise measure and there-
fore did not completely exemplify the view of any party, the
first distinct and systematic attempt to adopt this theory of raw
materials, even in a modified form, was made by the Whig party
when it passed the act of 1842, That bill was protection run
mad. Its high duties on all manufactured articles were sup-
plemented by a low duty or no duty on every raw material;
and it was denounced by the friends of fair trade as well for
the double advantage which it gave to the manufacturers as
for the double disadvantage to which it subjected the people.
The ablest Democrat then in Congress, and in my judgment the
ablest Democrat, with the single exception of Thomas Jefferson,
who ever devoted his talents to the service of this country,
was John C. Calhoun; and he complained against the raw-
material provisions of that bill almost as bitterly as he did
against the direct protection of it. In describing the character
of that measure, Mr. Calhoun said:

An examination of this bili will show that there is not an article
manufactured in the country, nor one which might come into com
tition with one that is, whieh is not subject to hlﬁ(h protective duties.
In the latter description may be plaeed linen, silks, worsted—which,
though not articles manufactured in the country, are subject to as
high duotles as those that are, in order to give the home manufac-
turers of cottom and woolens the exclusive monopolg, if possible, of
the market. To this may be added that there is not a raw material,
scarcely, on which manufacturers operate, or any material which is
necessary to the process of manufacturing, which not admitted duty
free, or subject to a very light ome. But this is not all. Most of the
articles for which the experts of domestic manufactures are exchanged
abroad are subject to light duties, and the two prineipal ones (tea and
coffee) for which they are chiefly exchanged are admitted duty free. It
is that which makes the main difference between this and the vetoed
bill. On the other hand, all the articles for which the Itural

nets of the country, including provisions of every deseription and

e great staples of the country, are almost exclusively exchanged are
gubject to high duties, such as wine, silks, worsted, cottons, linens,
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cutlery, hardware, woolens, and other prodncts of England and the
Continent. The bill, in short, is framed throughout with the greatest
art and skill to exempt, as far as possible, one branch of industry
from all burdens and shackles and to subject the other exclusively to
them; and well may our polltical opgoncnts raise their heads, amidst
their many defeats, and exult at beholding a favorite measure—one,
above all others, indispensable to their entire system of policy—about
to be consummated.

One of the most active, and next to Mr. Calhoun, perhaps
the most active, opponent of the law of 1842, was Senator
Sevier of Arkansas. Although a- Whig when first elected a
Delegate to Congress from the then Territory of Arkansas, he
afterwards became a Democrat, and on this question he was a
Democrat of the “ strictest sect.” He not only denounced direct
protection, but he denounced incidental protection, and declared
that the only protection which would ever find any countenance
with him was the “accidental” kind. So far as my reading
informs me, he was the first to make the distinction between
“incidental ” and * accidental” protection, and I have always
regretted that it has not been preserved in the literature of
the tariff discussion. I think that it was founded upon a good
reason, and so analytical a mind as that of John C. Calhoun
cordially commended it. In opposing the act of 1842, Senator
Sevier included among the grounds of his opposition the special
privilege which it conferred upon the manufacturers in respect
to their raw material. He declared:

In this bill it is apparent that protection is the leading object,
and that revenue is a secondary conslderation. This bill is also studi-
ously partial in its operations. It exempts entirely from duty many
of those articles which are consumed In our manufactories, such as
indigo and other dyestuffs, ete. It puts also a light and nominal
duty upon other articles—such as raw hides, ete. In short, many
of those things which are consumed in New England are either
exempt from duty entirely, or but slightly taxed. And if it should
80 happen that she Is taxed like her sisters in other portions of the
Union, she manages in some way or other to get it back by the process
of bounties or drawbacks—as upon the articles of refined sugar, salt in
fish, and molasses, converted into Yankee rum.

What Mr. Calhoun and Senator Sevier had said against the
raw material features of the act of 1842, when it was pending
in this body, was afterwards repeated and indorsed by Robert
J. Walker, when advocating the repeal of tlat law; and the
most serious criticism which he made against it in his cele-
brated report of 1845 was on account of its diserimination in
favor of the manufacturer and against the producer of raw
material. I have once before in. this discussion alluded to
Mr. Walker's criticism against that feature of the Whig tariff
act of 1842, and in order that Senators may see for themselves
how pointed and direct it was, I will read his exact language.
Here it is: .

The present tariff is unjust and un%unl as well in its details as in
the principles upon which it is founded. On some articles the dnties
are entirely prohibitory, and on others there is a rtial prohibition.
It discriminates in favor of manufactures and against agriculture by
imposing many higher duties upon the manufactured fabric than upon
the agricultural product out of which it is made.

Of course there were other discriminations against which Mr.
Walker complained; but he stated this first in order, because
he deemed it first in importance, and the Whig Members of Con-
gress were not slow to accept the challenge. Indeed, as I recall it
now, the only vote on which the opponents of the law of 1846
won a victory of any significance was on the very question
raised by Secretary Walker in the eriticism which I have just
quoted. On the day before the act of 1846 passed the Senate
the Hon. John M. Clayton, a Senator from Delaware, offered
this resolution :

That the bill be committed to the Committee on Finance with in-
structions to remove the new duties imposed by said bill in all cases
where any forelgn raw material is taxed to the prejudice of any
mechanic or manufacturer, so that no other or higher duty shall be
collected on any such raw material than is provl’éed by the act of
30th of August, 1842; and further so to regulate all the dutles im-
posed by this bill as to raise a revenue sufficlent for the exigencies of
the country.

From time to time, and in framing other tariff bills, this
question of free raw material had arisen in particular cases,
and men had voted on it with reference to certain facts or con-
ditions without committing themselves for or against it as a
system. But here the question was separated from the facts
and: conditions which might affect a man’s judgment in a par-
ticular case, and it was distinetly presented as a part of the
Whig policy of protection, to be decided without the disturbing
factor of local or particular influences, The resolution con-
tained two propositions—one relating to raw materials and
the other to the amount of revenue; but every man in the
Senate on both sides of the question recognized that the chief
issue which it presented, and upon which it was desirable to
define the position of both parties, was that part of it embody-
ing the question of free raw material. Aeccordingly, Senator
Johnson demanded a division of the gquestion, and a separate vote
was taken on that part of the resolution which related to raw ma-
terial. On the roll call every Whig Senator voted for the resolu-
tion to commit, and they were joined by the two Democratic Sena-
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tors from Pennsylvania and a Democratic Senator from Connecti-
cut. Every Democratic Senator except the three whom I have just
mentioned (and those three voted against the bill on its final
passage) voted against the resolution to commit. Not only did
every Demoerat who voted for the act of 1846 on its final pas-
sage record himself as opposed to this form of special privilege
to manufacturers, but that list includes some of the most illus-
trious names in our history. Among those who voted then as I
vote now were John C. Calhoun, of South Carolina; Thomas H.
Benton, of Missouri; Lewis Cass, of Michigan; George McDuffie,
of South Carolina. I also find there the name of Samuel Houston,
who then represented Texas in this great assembly, and voting
with him was his colleague—the brilliant, but ill-fated, Rusk.
Against this almost solid Democratic protest the resolution was
adopted by a vote of 28 to 27, and the bill was referred to the
Finance Committee, which reported it back to the Senate the next
morning without the slightest alteration. Of course the opposi-
tion Senators assailed the committee with some degree of bitter-
ness for its refusal to comply with the instructions of the Senate;
but when the vote was taken on the final passage of the bill that
same day it passed by a vote of 28 to 27. That bill conformed
in letter and in spirit to the Democratic criticisms of the Whig
law of 1842, and granted no special favors to the manufacturers
with respect to their raw material. This, Mr. President, was
the first clearly defined contest between the advocates and op-
ponents of the free raw material doetrine ; and although the advo-
cates of it in that day did not dare to propose it in a form so
favorable to the manufacturers as it is proposed in this day, our
Democratic fathers voted against it with practical unanimity.
With this record before me, may I not justly claim that those of
us who oppose that doctrine are the true apostles of the Demo-
cratic gospel, and that those who advocate it are the apostates?

In those days, when the tariff question was discussed and
decided as a principle, the advocates of free raw material were
avowed protectionists and supported that policy as a means of
aiding manufacturers, while the n.en who opposed free raw ma-
terials were the same men who opposed protection in every form.
The Democrats in that day who voted for a low duty or for no
duty on raw material were the same Democrats who voted for
the Whig protection law of 1842, and against the Democratic
revenue tariff law of 1846. Of the three Democratic votes which
were cast in favor of the resolution instructing the committee
to give the manufacturers raw materials not taxed at all, or
lightly taxed, two of them had voted for the Whig law of 1842,
and all of them voted against the Democratic law of 1846.
The only Democtat who voted for that resolution who did not
also vote for the Whig law of 1842 was the Hon. Simon Cam-
eron, of Pennsylvania, and as he did not become a Senator
until 1845, he was not here to vote on the act of 1842; but he
succeeded a Democratic Senator who had voted for it, and he
openly proclaimed his preference for it with all of its high
protective duties, and voted against the Democratic tariff for
revenue act of 1846, which repealed it. On the other hand,
every Democrat who had opposed and voted against the Whig
protection act of 1842, and who voted for the Democratic reve-
nue tariff law of 1846, voted against giving that additional ad-
vantage to manufacturers. But, sir, by some strange confusion
of thought a certain school of Democrats in these days have re-
versed the position of our fathers and they now insist that what
our fathers denounced as protection is the only proper road to
revenue reform.

Plainly, Mr. President, the doctrine of free raw material
was not an article of our ancient Democratic creed, I do not
contend that no Demoecrat in the time preceding the war ever
favored it, for I know that even a Democratic Secretary of the
Treasury once gave it his indorsement; but it never commanded
any substantial support among the leaders or with the rank
and file of that splendid Democracy which won so many victories
and administered this Government with such consummate wis-
dom through so many years.

A MODERN DOCTRINE.

This doctrine is of recent origin. The most active and the
most effective promotor of it was the Hon. Abram 8. Hewitt,
and his persistence more than any other agency secured its
adoption by our party. I have here a letter written by him in
1897, which I once quoted in the House of Representatives, and
I think it worth my while to lay it before the Senate now. The
genesis of this doctrine is thus related by Mr. Hewitt:

I was the first person who brought vefore Congress and the Demo-
cratic party the policy of relieving raw material from duoties of an
kind; and in order that there might be no misapprehension, I defin
“ raw materials to be all material which had not been subjected to any
process of manufacture,” and then I included * all waste products fit
only to be manufactured.” It is also true that the leaders of the party
in the House, Messrs. Morrison, Carlisle, Mills, and Tucker, did not at
the time accept my views as representing the principles of the Demo-
cratic party.
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Mr. Hewitt was not exactly right in saying that he was
“the first person who brought before Congress and the Demo-
cratic party the policy of relieving raw material from duties.”
Others before him had suggested it, and among them, as I have
already stated, a Democratic Secretary of the Treasury; but
not one of them, and not all of them, had ever succeeded in
securing a serious consideration for it at the hands of the
Democratic party; and it is this circumstance which excuses
Mr. Hewitt's error. So few Democrats had ever advoecated
such a policy before him that we may well pardon him for hav-
ing said that he was the first to do so.

I bhave another very interesting contribution to the history
of this question in my hand, which I think the Senate ought to
hear. It is from an editorial writien by the late W. C. P.
Breckinridge, of Kentucky, one of the most accomplished and
brilliant men of his generation, and one who advocated, toward
the latter part of his life, this policy. He was a Member of
the House when a Democratic Ways and Means Committee first
embraced it by a bare majority, and he therefore speaks upon
the question with a special knowledge, and as one having au-
thority. This is a part of what he says: -

The former Democratic poliey, as carri
brated Walker tariff act ofp:lsu{ was I:gt?imt a rna‘wi‘gn::gtaii:lt1 sgglymtlg
the purpose of produecing revenue, and to accomplish this it was then
held best to put Imposts on all material which entered into manufac-
tures which in their com&leted state had imposed upon it a duty. This
frmclple was held by illiam R. Morris?n, of Illinois, and the ma-
ority of the revenue reformers until the Forty-ninth Congress.

Here, Mr. President, we have the testimony of the distin-
guished gentleman who claims to have been its author, and the
testimony of one of its ablest defenders, that this policy was never
accepted by the Democratic party until 1886. It made its
first appearance in what is known as the “second Morrison
bill,” and it was engrafted upon that measure by the vote of a
gentleman who was not a member of the Ways and Means
Committee of the Honse. The majority of that committee con-
sisted of 8 Democrats, 4 of whom supported this doctrine,
though they had at first opposed it, and 4 persisted in opposing
it. Finding themselves equally divided, the Hon. John G. Car-
lisle, of Kentucky, then Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, was called into conference, and it was by his deciding vote
that the doctrine of free raw material was incorporated into the
Morrison bill. Thus, Mr. President, the Democratic party was
first committed, so far as the action of its representatives in
Congress could commit it, to the doctrine of free raw material;
but notwithstanding the action of our Democratic Representa-
tives in Congress, and notwithstanding the fact that Mr. Cleye-
land cordially approved that policy in his famous message of
1887, it was so at war with the convictions of the great masses
of our party that those responsible for the congressional adop-
tion of it could not secure a direct declaration in favor of it
at our national convention of 1888.

The Republicans won the presidential election of 1888 and fol-
lowed it with the enactment of the McKinley law in 1890,
That measure carried protection to such an extreme that many
who had formerly supported that policy were alienated from
the Republican party, and when the Democratic national con-
vention assembled in 1892, it coupled with its indictment
against the McKinley bill the first authoritative declaration in
favor of this policy of free raw material. It is true that we
won the ensuing election, but we won it because the country
disapproved the McKinley bill and not because it approved our
new policy with respect to raw material. The great body of
the Democratic party never accepted that policy as a correct
expression of their views, and even a majority of our leaders
did not believe either in its justice or in its wisdom. In fact,
gir, the Wilson bill which became a law while that doctrine
was one of our pledges to the people made but a lame and
halting application of it. I will illustrate what I mean by a
single item, and I select this particular item because of the
prominence which recent events have given it. We have heard
something said here, and we have read much which has been
gaid elsewhere, about the Democratic Senators who voted a few
days ago to levy a duty of 25 cents a ton on iron ore; and if
we were to believe one-half of what has been spoken and
written, we would be compelled to conclude that no such vote
was ever before cast by Democratic Senators in the history of

this Republic.
A PARTICULAR INETANCE,

In view of these boisterous criticisms, the history which I
am about to recite, will, perhaps, surprise some of these ready
writers and fluent speakers. As it was reported to the Senate
by a Democratic Finance Committee, the Wilson bill carried a
duty of 40 cents per ton on iron ore, and no Democratic Senator
felt called upon by the principles or promises of his party to
make a motion to transfer that article to the free list. That
motion was made, however, though not by a Democratic Senator.

William A, Peffer at that time occupied a seat in this body as
a Senator from Kansas, chosen by the Populist party of that
State. He did not claim to be a Democrat or to advocate a
tariff for revenue only. He had formerly been a Republican,
and while a member of that party, I Lave no doubt, was a high
protectionist; nor do I doubt that after he joined the Populist
party he embraced its peculiar theories of taxation. At any
rate, and without inquiring minutely into his views, it is enough
for my purpose now fo say that Senator Peffer moved to put
iron ore on the free list and when they called the roll only four
Senators supported his motion. Three of those four votes were
cast by the Populist Senators, Allen, Kyle, and Pefler, while
the fourth vote was cast by the Hon. David B. Hill, a Senator
from New York, and it will be remembered that Senator Hill
voted against the Wilson bill on its final passage.

Without desiring to make invidious distinctions among the
great Democrats who voted on the question of free iron ore in
1894 exactly as I have voted on it in 1909, I will be permitted to
name a few of them. Among them was Richard Coke, a Senator
from Texas, and as troe a Democrat as ever spoke for our great
Commonwealth. Senator George, of Mississippi, was another,
and there is no man in this day rash enough to impeach his
wisdom or his fidelity. Voting with Coke and George was Isham
G. Harris, of Tennessee, whose courage and Democracy were
often severely tried and never once found wanting. With
these stalwart Democrats of the South stood that no less stal-
wart Democrat from Indiana, the Hon. Daniel W. Voorhees. He
was a Democrat not merely on dress-parade occasions, but wher-
ever the battle raged the fiercest his tall form was always most
conspicuous. Unawed by the savage passions of a civil war,
he held steadfastly to the imperishable truths of Democracy and
helped to preserve the organization of our party. There were
many others worthy of such association, and I do not feel that
I can ever go very far astray so long as I follow in the footsteps
of such men.

If a Senator could be pardoned for referring in this high place
to a criticism so contemptible as one which accuses him because
he happened to vote with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Arprica], I would call attention to the fact that Coke and
George and Harris and Voorhees and their Democratic asso-
ciates did not think it incumbent on them to vote against a duty
on iron ore because the Senator from Rhode Island was voting
for it. They did not fear to record their names with his, and
I will never hesitate to do so whenever I think that he is right.

I said a moment ago, Mr. President, that I voted in 1909 just
as those great Democrats voted in 1894, but that states the case
a little too strongly against our position, for, while I voted to
lay a duty of 25 cents per ton on iron ore, they voted to lay a
duty of 40 cents per ton upon it. There were Democrats in 1894,
like Vest and Mills, who ardently supported the doctrine of free
raw material; and Senator Vest went so far as to declare that
a large majority of the Democratic Senators at that time believed
that iron ore ought to go on the free list; but, in replying to
Senator Peffer, he asserted that the duty of 40 cents per ton
for which he voted was defensible upon the ground that it was
a revenue duty. If 40 cents per ton was a revenue duty in 1897,
surely 25 cents per ton is not less so now.

DEMOCRBATIC PARTY BESUMES DEMOCRATIC POSITION.

But, Mr. President, I leave this particular instance and re-
turn to the main question. When the Democratic eonvention
of 1896 assembled, the delegates were practically a unit against
this new and pernicious doctrine of free raw material and in
favor of returning to the older and better policy of our party.
Accordingly the platform which they made, instead of promis-
ing free trade in raw material to the manufacturers, declared
in favor of a tariff which would operate equally throughout the
country, without discriminating against any class or section.
We sometimes hear men who are not familiar with the facts
say that the Democratic convention of 1896 abandoned the
party’s general position npon the tariff question, but that is a
grave mistake. The platform of 1896, like that of 1892, de-
clared that tariff duties should be levied for revenue and
should be limited to the necessities of the Government, admin-
istered with economy. They both denounced the MeKinley
law—the one denouncing its existence and the other denouncing
the threat of its reenactment. The difference, and the only
essential difference, between them was on this question of free
raw material. The platform of 1892 promised the manufac-
turers that they should not be required to pay a tax on the raw
material which they imported, while the platform of 1896
pledged us to treat all alike, and required us to levy a duty
on the manufacturer’s raw material precisely as we levy a
duty on his finished products.

That is a rule of simple equality, which is only another
way of saying that it is a rule of simple justice. If the tariff
is a burden, then all men should bear it, according to a fair
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proportion; if the tariff is a benefit, then all men should enjoy
it without discrimination. We know that it is a burden
to those who must buy the articles on which it has been
levied, and we also know that it is a benefit to those
who sell such articles. We therefore demand that it shall
operate against the manufacturer when he buys his raw ma-
terial, just as it operates in his favor when he sells his finished
product. To be more specific, Mr. President, the Democratic
party recognizes that we can not lay duties for purely revenue
purposes without affording an incidental protection to those
who produce and sell the articles on which we must lay sunch
duties; but we seek to neutralize that effect, as far as possible,
by laying a duty on many articles, so that we can make the duty
on each that much lower. In this way we not only minimize
the evil consequence of incidental protection by reducing it to
the lowest point, but we also tend to equalize it by extending it
to every class and section, thus enabling each man to secure
on what he sells a part of what is exacted from him on what
he buys.

And yet, sir, while we are thus striving to mitigate the evils of
protection, honest but superficial thinkers charge that we are
protectionists. Our system, both in purpose and in effect, is the
reverse of protection, because we would not only make all tariff
duties more equal, but we would also make them lower than
our adversaries can ever hope to do under the system which
they propose. If it constitutes me a protectionist to vote for a
duty of 15 per cent on raw material, then my critic who votes
for a duty of 80 per cent on the finished product can hardly
claim to be a free trader. I do mot vote for a duty on raw
material in order to enable the man who produces it to obtain a
higher price for it any more than I vote for a duty on finished
produets in order to enable the manufacturer to sell them for a
higher price. I vote for a duty on both for the purpose of
raising revenue to support the Government, and I believe that
it is an indefensible discrimination to exempt the manufacturer
from the taxes which he should pay while requiring the people
who consume his goods to pay their own and his taxes also.

There is no principle of political economy or of sane legisla-
tion that will distinguish raw material from finished products
for the purpose of taxation. Indeed, sir, there is no such
thing as a raw material ready for the manufacturer's use.
Wool, I grant you, is the raw material of the manufacturer,
but it is the woolgrower’s finished product. The farmer bestows
his labor and employs his capital in the production of his wool.
The land on which his sheep must graze is as much an invest-
ment to him as the factory is to the manufacturer; and the time
spent in tending the flock, in shearing them, and in bringing the
wool to a market place represents labor even more essentially
than the processes which convert wool into cloth, because the
one is wholly a labor of the hands, while the other is largely
the work of a machine. Iron ore is raw material so long as it
lies in the bosom of the earth; but when sturdy miners have
brought it to the furnace, it is their finished product, though
it is the ironmaster's raw material.

Will Democrats adopt protection’s pretense and eclaim that
the manufacturer should have his raw material free of tax so
that he can employ more men and pay each man a higher wage?
Thaf, sir, is the only argument for such a policy that is worth
the consideration of any thoughtful man, but it can never sat-
isfy a Democrat of the old school. To it we must forever an-
swer that the men who work on a farm, without a shelter from
the summer’s heat or the winter’s cold, and the men who worlk
a thousand feet beneath the surface of the earth, exposing their
lives and health to unseen dangers, are as much entitled to be
considered by this Congress as are their brothers who work in
factories on shorter hours and at higher pay. If the law must
make any difference, it shonld favor the farmer and the miner,
whose toil is harder and whose compensation is less, for if they
did not produce the raw material there could be no factories
in which labor could cultivate its skill and earn its better wages.

The Demoecratic platform of 1896 was expressed in almost the
very words which Robert J. Walker had used in his great report.
His sixth rule for levying tariff duties was “ that all the duties
should be so imposed as to operate as equally as possible
throughout the Union, diseriminating neither for nor against
any class or section,” and the tariff plank of 1896 prescribes the
same rule in almost the identical words. That platform also
answers the rule announced by President Polk in his message
to Congress on December 2, 1845. That rule was so well stated
that Democrats can not recur to it too often, and I will read it:
for 1he Bulpots uf Sevents MY Bath he dscis of tarstian | iy
ey Ry L M e T s
should be embraced such artg:les of necessity as are in general use, and

especially such as are eonsumed by the laborer and poor as well as by
the wealthy citizen, Care should taken that all the great interests

of the country, including manufactures, agriculture, commerce, naviga-
tion, and the mechanical arte, should, as far as may be practiecable,
derive equal advan from the incidental protection which a just
system of revenge duties may afford. Taxation, direct or indireect, is a
burden, and it should be so imposed as to operate as equally as may be
on all classes in the proportion of their ability to bear it. '0o make the
taxing power an actual benefit to ome class necessarily increases the
mdm of the others beyond their proportion and would be manifestly

No clearer or more satisfactory definition of the Democratic
party’s attitude on the tariff question was ever written, and it
contains no suggestion that the manufacturer’s raw material
should find a place on the free list. It does not even suggest
that raw material should be included in the schedules which
impose the lowest duties. The articles, and the only articles,
according to James K. Polk, which should be exempted from all
duty or subjected to the lowest duty are “such articles of
necessity as are in general use, and especially such as are con-
sumed by the laborer and poor as well as by the wealthy citi-
zen.,” This, sir, is an ideal arrangement of the tariff, or at least
it is the best arrangement which any man eould make, because
it approaches perfect justice as nearly as is possible under this
system of indirect taxation. I believe as Robert J. Walker con-
tended in his great report that a tax on property is the only
absolutely just system of taxation, but as long as we must col-
lect customs duties the rule laid down by Polk is the best ever
laid down by any man, because under it men without property
would be required to pay as little tax as possible and would be
relieved from all taxation as rapidly as the revenue necessities
of the Government will allow.

When we fortify our position and vindicate our democracy
by declarations like this from the state papers of a Democratic
President, we are told that the doctrine of James K. Polk is
obsolete and that the world has grown wiser since his day.
That the principles laid down by Polk are as vital to-day as
they were in 1845, I think I will abundantly establish before I
resume my seat; but it is enough for me to say at this point
that they were received in those days of triumph and power
as a correct exposition of democracy. If they were Democratie
then, they are Democratic now. The prineiples of democracy
do not change. They are as everlasting as God's stars and as
immutable as His justice. Men who profess them may change,
but they do not. They are the same to-day as they were yester-
day and as they will be to-morrow. I believe in them as the
Christian believes in his religion, and I will not yield them at
the behest of any living man.

THE PURPOSE WAS UNDERSTOOD.

That the distinct purpose of the national Democratic conven-
tion was to repudiate the doetrine of free raw material was well
understood in every State, but it was understood nowhere better
than it was in Texas. Indeed, sir, the Democratic party of
Texas had anticipated the Democratic party of the Union. Our
state convention met something like two weeks before the na-
tional convention assembled, and we incorporated into the
platform which we then adopted this declaration:

We believe that the present tariff law, which lets into the country
raw material free of duty and levies heavy duties on manufaciured
products, thus subjecﬂn‘f our agricultural and pastoral classes to com-
petition with the world, while it enables the rich manufacturers by
means of combinations and trusts to extort thelr own prices for thelir
own goods from the people, violates the Federal Constitution as well as
the fundamental principles of the Democratic party.

That declaration was not adopted without a protest; but it
was adopted by an overwhelming majority, and it became the
basis of the subsequent declaration made in the platform of
our national convention. The leaders of the Demoecratic party
in our State everywhere proclaimed that the one was an equiv-
alent expression for the other. They were so construed by my
colleague in his first address to the people of Texas, announcing
himself as a candidate for the Senate. After a brief discussion
of the general tariff question, he applied himself to this par-
ticular phase of it, and this is what he =said:

Thus limited and apportion such duties, in the language of the
national platform of 1896, should be “ so adjusted as to operate equally
throughout the country, and not to discriminate between class or sec-
tion.” This obviously refers to the tariff upon products of different
classes and sections, and the following more explicit statement from the
Democratic state platform, ado_pted at Austinx?lune 24, 1896, expresses
mzl view of the case stated: * We belleve that the present tariff law,
which lets into the country raw materials free of duty and levies hea
duties on manufactured products, thus suhjectlni our agricultural
pastoral classes to competition with the world, while it enables the rich
manufacturers, by means of combinations and trusts, to extort their own

rices for thelr product from the le, violates the Federal Constitu-
on as a8 tundsmentagaf) nciples of the Demoeratic party, that
tariff duty shall be levied and collected for the purpose of revenue only.”

To show that I entertained then the same opinion on this
question which I am expressing now, and also to emphasize the
fact that the issue was a second time made and settled in Texas,
I desire to read a statement which I gave to the press in sup-
port of my colleague’s position. Before reading this statement,
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however, I ought to explain that the Hon. Roger Q. Mills, then
a Senator from Texas and a candidate to succeed himself, in
aunouncing his eandidacy for reelection, indicated his adherence
to this doctrine of free raw material, and I immediately gave to
the Texas newspapers this interview:

Serator Mills's letter announcing his candidacy for reelection to the
Benate very distinetly ralses the free raw material Issue, and as I con-
gider his position on that gquestion at varlance with all the principles
of the Democratic party, I shall take an active part in the canvass and
support Governor CULBERSON. Of course, SBenator Mills wiil not be per-
mitted to subordinate the financial questlon to the tariff question, but
I am perfectly sure that Governor CULBERSON will be more than ready
to meet him on an issue which, plainly stated, Is neither more nor less
than a proposition to take the tax off everything which the manufac-
turers buy and leave the tax on everything which the manufacturers
sell, The oppesition of the real Democrats of this country to that
policy is not due, as has been so frequr:ntlf asserted, to any sympathy
with the doctrine of protection, either incldental or direct, but is due
entirely to a belief that the manufacturers ought to be compelled to
contribute their share toward the expenses of the Government the same
as the people who must buy and consume their goods,

Of course, this was not the only question involved in that
campaign for the Senate; but I am well within the fact when
I say that it was the paramount one, and so universally was my
collengue’s position on it approved by the people of Texas that
Senator Mills withdrew from the contest before it had been
fairly inaugurated.

When the Dingley tariff bill passed the House of Representa-
tives, I had the honor to be a Member of that body, and I de-
livered a somewhat extended address against that measure, a
large part of which I devoted to this very question. If any
Senator, or if any other person interested in the subject, thinks
it worth his while to consider what I then =aid, it can be found
in the CoNcressioNAL Recorp of July 19, 1897. A distinguished
Member of the House interrupted me while I was speaking and
charged that I had voted in the Ways and Means Committee
against his motion to substitute the woolen schedule of the
Wilson bill for the woolen schedule of the Dingley bill. I
very frankly told the House that I had done so, and declared,
amidst cries of Democratic approval, that I wounld do so again.
At a meeting of the Ways and Means Committee I had moved
to reduce every duty in the woolen schedule 33} per cent,
including the duty on wool as well as the duty on woolen
goods. When my motion was voted down, another Democratic
member of the committee moved to substitute the woolen sched-
ule of the Wilson bill for the woolen schedule of the Dingley
bill. We were thus brought face to face with the question of
free wool and taxed woolen goods, and I did not hesitate to
condemn that monstrous doctrine with my vote. To make this
matter plain and to show that the Democratic Members who
heard the colloquy understood it, I will read from the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of July 17, 1897, this brief extract:

Mr. McMiLLIiN, What excuse have you to give to this House for vot-
Ing against striking out the wool nus- woolen schedule of this infernal
bill and incorporating the wool and woolen schedule of the Wilson bill?

Mr. Bamey, I offered an amendment to reduce the duty on both
wool and woolen ds 334 per cent.

Mr. MeMinniN. Your amendment failed, and then you proposed to
take the high rates which this bill carries rather than the low rates of
the Wilsen bill?

Mr. Bainey. Yes, sir. And we may %ust as well understand each
other right now. Never as long as I am in Congress will I vote to give
the woolen manunfacturer a 50 per cent duty on his woolen g
charge him nothing upon his wool. [Prolonged applaunse.]

Several MeunErs. That is right.

But, sir, my attitude on this guestion was a third time submit-
ted to the people of Texas and approved by them, when I be-
came a candidate myself for the Senate in 1900, for one of the
issues between me and my opponent was over this very question.
I canvassed the State, everywhere denouncing this fallacy,
and declaring that never, with my consent, should the tax be
taken from the manufacturer’s raw material until the revenue
necessities of the Government would permit us also to take it
from his finished produets; and in resisting this unjust and un-
Democratie doctrine I am not only keeping the commandments
of my party, in both State and Nation, but I am redeeming the
pledge which I made to my constituents when they first com-
missioned me to represent them in this great assembly.

UNJUST AND UNEQUAL.

Mr. President, not only is this theory un-Democratie, but it
is unequal and unjust. Subjected to every test, the proposition
to exempt our manufacturers from the payment of a moderate
duty on their raw materials is utterly indefensible. What does
it mean? It means, sir, that one class of our people shall be per-
mitted to import what they use free of tax, while all other
classes must pay for that permission; or that one class is to
enjoy a valuable privilege which is denied to all other classes.
I can not believe in the justice of a law which permits a shoe-
maker to export his shoes, exchange them for hides, and bring
those hides through a custom-house without paying a duty on
them, and yet compels the butcher who exports his hides and

and

exchanges them for shoes to pay for the privilege of bringing
his shoes through that same custom-house. It is as much the
butcher's right to exchange his hides for shoes as it is the manu-
facturer's right to exchange his shoes for hides; and both of
them should pay a duty or neither of them should do so. I
shall never consent to discriminate between the products of the
factory and the products of the farm in such a manner without
some more “imperative reason” than any man has yet been
able to give.

But, sir, this discrimination is not the only, and it is not even
the worst, injustice of such a law. It would be bad enough if
it only relieved the manufacturer of the taxes which he ought
to pay, but what shall we say of it when we know that it
transfers to other classes the taxes from which it has relieved
the manufacturer? It more than violates that ancient Demo-
cratic rule which admonishes us against granting special priv-
ileges, because it not only confers a bounty on the manu-
facturers, but it imposes an unequal burden on all other
classes. I cherish no prejudice against manufacturers and I re-
joice in their prosperity as I rejoice in the prosperity of every
man and of every class, but I am not willing to increase their
fortunes by reducing the burden which they ought to bear
in common with their féllow-citizens. Whenever it is within
our power to relieve any class of our people from taxation, I
shall insist upon first relieving those whose struggle is the sharp-
est and whose comforts are purchased with less of ease than
manufacturers procure their luoxuries. I will be glad to enlarge
the free list whenever the Government can dispense with the
revenue, but the last to whom I will extend the benefits of free
trade will be the manufacturers who are always pleading for
protection.

Of course it is not necessary for me to detain the Senate in
demonstrating that when we take the tariff from raw materials
we must increase the tariff on other articles; but as I am speak-
ing for the benefit of those outside of this Chamber, who are not
presumed to have a special knowledge of this subject, I feel
warranted in taking the time to make that fact so plain
that every man of fair intelligence can understand it. The
Ways and Means Committee of the House and the Finance
Committee of the Senate, in arranging each and all of the rates
in this bill, were compelled to keep in mind the revenue neces-
sities of the Government, and each schedule was drafted so that it
would contribute a given amount toward the total sum required.
With this given amount to be c¢ollected under each schedule, it
is perfectly obvious that whenever a reduction is made in the
collections on a particular article it must be compensated by
increasing the collection on some other article or on all other
articles included in that schedule. Let us take the wool and
woolen schedule to illustrate what I mean. It is estimated that
a revenue of $36,000,000 will be collected under that schedule;
and of this amount twenty-four millions are to be collected on
woolen goods and twelve millions on wool. !

It requires no argument to prove that if we should place
wool on the free list, and thus remit the $12,000,000 col-
lected from its importation, it would become necessary for us to
increase the collections on woolen goods to the full extent of
that $12,000,000 in ¢ ~der to make that schedule raise the revenue
apportioned to it. And so it would happen that by placing
wool on the free list, we would not only release the woolen man-
ufacturers from the payment of $12,000,000 to the Government,
but we would be compelled to make the people who buy
woolen goods supply the deficiency thus created. It is
this fundamental principle in tariff legislation which the
advocates of free raw material overlook, or fail to understand.
They act and talk as if every time we transfer an article to the
free list we relieve the people of taxation to that extent; but
that is not true, even in a partial or qualified sense. The exact
truth is that when we take an article from the dutiable list and
place it on the free list, we simply lift the tax from those who
use the article made free and lay it on those who use other arti-
cles which must pay a duty; and in the end it amounts simply to
a transfer, and not to a reduction, of taxes.

If Congress would reduce the public expenditures every time
we exempt an article from duty, then the free list would sighify
a real reduction in taxes, and our only difficulty would be in
selecting the class best entitled to the relief; but as long as we
regulate the collection of taxes by the expenditures of the Gov-
ernment, as is now our practice, instead of regulating the ex-
penditures of the Government by the collection of taxes, as our
fathers did, when we transfer an article from the dutiable list
to the free list we merely relieve one class of taxpayers by in-
creasing the burden of others,

Nor does this palpable injustice end there, as I can prove by
returning for a moment to the woolen schedule. In order that
the woolen schedule may still raise the $36,000,000 apportioned
to it, notwithstanding the loss of the $12,000,000 incurred by
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placing wool on the free list, it would be necessary to increase
the duty on woolen goods, which would lead inevitably to an
increase of the manufacturer’s protection; and the net result
of that transaction would be that the manufacturer would buy
his raw material for less and sell his finished product for more,
thus realizing a double profit, while the people would be com-
pelled to pay more taxes to the Government and higher prices
for their woolen clothes, thus suffering a double loss,

I do not overlook the fact that a necessity for raising more
revenue does not always reguire an increase in the rate of duty.
I perfectly understand that in the case of a prohibitory duty,
or a duty which approaches the point of prohibition, a decrease
in the rate will generally produce an increase in the revenue;
and it might easily happen under a Republican tariff bill that
an increase in the revenue would follow a decrease in the rate
of duty. This, hosvever, can never happen under a Democratic
law, and as I am considering this question purely as a Demo-
cratie doctrine, of course, we must judge it by the results which
would occur under a Democratic law. No real Democrat would
ever consent to a prohibitory duty, and even in the case of
luxuries we would never advance the rate beyond the maximum
revenue-producing point. Our theory is that except the neces-
saries of life, which so far as practicable ought to be on the
free list, and the Iuxuries, which should be subject to the highest
duty which will raise the greatest amount of revenue, all articles
between these two extremes should be subject to the lowest
duty which will raise sufficient money to support the Govern-
ment. Mark you, not the lowest rate that will raise the greatest
amount of money, as is often said; but the lowest rate that will
raise sufficient money, and that rate is always, with rare excep-
tions, below the maximum revenue-producing point. It must,
therefore, happen under a law whose duties are adjusted accord-
ing to the principles which I have just stated, that whenever
we reduce one rate, or repeal it altogether, we must of necessity
increase other rates in order to obtain our revenue.

WIIY EXEMPT RAW MATERIAL.

What reason can the advocates of this policy advance in justi-
fication of it? Some of them give us one and some of them
give another, but none of them can ever give us a sufficient
reason. Some of them tell us that if we will remove the tax
from the manufacturer's raw material he can make his goods
at a lower cost, and thus be able to sell them at a lower price.
I have two answers to that proposition. The first answer is,
that we have no right to exempt the manufacturer from his
fair share of taxes in order to diminish the cost of producing
his goods, even if we knew that he would sell them at a lower
price; and the second answer is, that the manufacturer does
not regulate the price of his goods according to the cost of
production, but fixes it at the highest point he can without
exposing himself to foreign competition.

I have no doubt that with untaxed raw material the manu-
facturer can produce his goods for less, and could, therefore,
sell them for less; but this is as true of every other business
man as it is of the manufacturer, and men of every occupation
have the same right to demand relief from taxation on that
ground. If every State and county would relieve all agricul-
taral and grazing lands from taxation the American farmer
could undoubtedly produce cotton, corn, wheat, cattle, and
hogs at a lower cost, and could, therefore, afford to sell them
at a lower price; but I have never heard it proposed here or
elsewhere that we should exempt all lnnds and live stoek from
taxation in order that the people might buy cheaper bread and
meat. No such proposition has ever been made, and no such
proposition ever will he made, because it would invelve such a
diminution of the public revenue that nobody would even sug-
gest it. And yetf, sir, I can see no reason for relieving the
manufacturer from certain taxes in order that he may produce
and sell his goods for less that will not apply with equal or
with greater force to the farmer. The fact that the loss of
revenue would be greater in the one case than in the other
does not alter the principle.

If we are to exempt the manufacturer who makes the goods,
why shall we not exempt the merchant who sells them? It is
an insult to tell an honest merchant, struggling to preserve his
credit and his name, that he must pay a tariff duty on every
dellar’s worth of imported goods upon his shelf, and also pay a
bounty to the manufacturer on the goods which have not been
imported, and yet tell him that he must vote to repeal the tariff
on raw material in order that the manufacturer can reduce the
cost of producing his goods so that he can reduce the price
at which he sells them. Such an argument will not eonvince
the merchant; and if he possesses intelligence enough to exer-
cise the rights of an American citizen, he will answer the
advocates of free raw material by saying that if the Govern-
ment will relieve him of his taxes so as to reduce the cost of
conducting his business, he will reduce the cost of his goods

when he sells them to his customers. I am opposed to relieving
either the merchant or the manufacturer from taxation, but if
either is to be relieved in the hope of reducing the cost of living
in this country, I prefer to relieve the merchant, because he is
closer to the consumer and therefore more apt to divide with
him the benefit of his exemption. I do not remember a time
when our adversaries have not justified a special privilege to
some particular class upon the ground that at last it would be
distributed through this particular class to all other classes;
but this is the first time I have ever known men professing
to be Democrats to give any sanction to such a plea. The
proposition to filter a benefit through a special class to the
general publie is repugnant to every principle of genuine demoe-
racy and violates every conception of American equality. A
benefit that can not be extended directly to all the people will
never be enjoyed by all the people, and so long as the law con-
fides it to a class as a sort of trustee for the public, that class
will absorb the most of it and give the public but little of it.
But, Mr. President, even if we had a moral right to exempt
the manufacturer from taxes in order that he might exempt his
customer from excessive charges, the plan proposed would not
accomplish the object which its supporters have in mind; or, at
least, it would not accomplish that object if the Democratic
party has been right on this tariff question. We have always
claimed—and I believe that we are right in claiming—that
no matter how much or how little it may cost the manufae-
turer to produce his goods, he will charge the American people
as much for them as he can without subjecting himself to
foreign competition. We have always insisted that the tariff,
and not the cost of production, is the standard according to
which the price of manunfactured goods is fixed. Every
Democrat in both Houses of Congress who has spoken on this
question during this long debate has predicated his opposition
to the pending bill upon the ground that its high duties are
levied for the purpose of excluding foreign manufactures from
our markets, and thus enabling the domestic manufacturer to ob-
tain unfair and unconscionable prices for his goods. We have
repeatedly and explicitly contended that the manufacturers are
not content to reimburse themselves for the cost of producing
their goods, with a fair profit added, but that, protected
against foreign competition by high tariff duties, they will
prey upon the American consmmer without conscience and with-
out remorse. I have not, myself, spoken these things without
believing them, and I refuse to reverse my opinion unless some
better reason can be given for doing so than I have yet heard
or read. Having always taught that the manufacturer looks to
his immunity from competition, and not to the cost of production
in fixing the price of his goods, I will not now stultify myself
by making a conflicting argument with respect to raw material.
If it be true that the cost of production, and not the tariff, regu-
lates the price of manufactured commodities, then we have
been wrong in charging that the tariff enables all manufacturers
tfo practice extortion against the people; and the Republicans
have been right in claiming that these high duties do no more
than to insure the manufacturer a fair profit on his business,
This same argument is sometimes stated in a slightly different
form, and we are told that if we charge the manufacturer a
tax on his raw material he will charge it back to those who pur-
his product. Everything that I have just said in
reply to the same argument stated in the other form is appli-
cable to this, but out of an abundant caution, and even at the
risk of being a little tedious, I will ask the Senate to hear me
while I briefly expose this fallacy. Here again I answer that
the manufacturer will add, according to the Democratic theory,
all that the tariff will permit to the price of his goods without
the slightest regard to the cost of production; and, therefore, his
price would be exactly the same whether he pays a duty on his
raw material or not. That answer is sufficient for me and it
will be sufficient for every other man who believes what the
Democrats say about the effect which a tariff duty exerts over
the price of every article on which it is levied; but, sir, that
is not the only answer. If the manufacturer ought to be
relieved from his taxes upon the ground that he will collect
it back from the people who buy his goods, then everybody
else ought to be relieved from taxes for that same reason. That
argument would relieve every railroad in America from all faxa-
tion, because the taxes which they pay are a part of their oper-
ating expenses, and the courts have more than once decided that
they are entitled to charge passenger and freight rates sufficient
to cover all expenses, including taxes of every kind, plus a fair
return on their investment. When the merchant comes to price
his goods he includes his taxes with all other items of expense,
and caleculates on receiving enough when he sells them to repay
their original cost, together with the full expense of conducting
his business, including his taxes, and a fair interest on his capi-
tal, I marvel that any man is so simple-minded as to think that
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the manufacturer ought not to be required to pay a tax because
he adds it to the price of his goods, for the most superficial ex-
amination of that question will satisfy any student that the
same argument can be made in behalf of every taxpayer in
Ameriea, save and except the American farmer, and the reason
he can not always add his taxes is that he is compelled to vend
his products in the open markets of the world waere competition
alone determines the price which he receives,

There are other Democratic advoeates of this doctrine who
say that we have reached a point in our industrial development
where it has become necessary for us to find a market else-
where for our surplus goods, and they tell us that by removing
the tariff on raw material we will so far cheapen the cost of
production that our manufacturers can successfully compete in
foreign markets. The answer to that argument, if it can be
called an argument, has always seemed so plain to me that I
have been surprised that intelligent men would urge it. In
fact, the answer is so plain that I have more than once re-
examined it to see whether or not I had not overlooked some
element of it; but the more I have examined it, the more thor-
oughly T have been convinced that I understood it from the first,
and that it is even less tenable than the other argument. Let us
analyze it for a moment and see how long it will stand the seru-
tiny of common sense. Let us admit that with his raw material
free of tax the manufacturer can produce his goods so cheaply
that he can send them into the open markets of the world and
successfully compete with the manufacturers of every land. My
answer to that is simply this: That whenever American manu-
facturers with raw materials free from duty ean make their
goods so cheaply that, after paying ocean freights and insurance
on them, they compete successfully with foreign manunfac-
turers in the markets of the world, then, sir, they can suec-
cessfully compete in our own markets against foreign goods,
which have paid ocean freights and insurance. In other words,
whenever our manufacturers can pay ocean freights and in-
surance and sell their goods in other countries at a profit,
surely they can sustain themselves at home against competitors
who have paid ocean freights and insurance in bringing their
goods to this country. This being true, I will gladly help the
manufacturers repeal the duty on their raw materials whenever
they will help me repeal the duty on their finished products.

If this were merely a contest between the men who produce
and the men who manufacture raw material, I would stand
resolutely for the equal taxation of both, and I would insist
that the manufacturer has no right to buy farm products free
from duty and then collect a duty on them in the manufactured
state, thus enabling him to collect from those to whom he sells
his goods a tax which he had never paid to the Government.
To make it certain that I do not leave my position obscure, let
us resort to an illustration. The woolen manufacturer under
this bill will enjoy an average duty of nearly 60 per cent on the
value of his finished product. Now, sir, the value of that fin-
ished product represents the price of the raw material, the labor
cost, and a return on the capital invested in his business, which
means that the manufacturer has the power to collect 60 per
cent on the value of that wool when made into cloth, although
he would not, if wool were free, pay one cent of tax on it when
he bought it.

But, Mr. President, there is another and a larger aspect of
this case, and it concerns millions who neither produce the raw
material nor manufacture it. These are the consumers, who are
forgotten too often in our deliberations. Those consumers would
be greatly benefited if every thing they buy could be placed
on the free list; but, of course, the necessities of the Govern-
ment will never permit Congress to go that Tar, and the most
that we ean hope to do is to emancipate the commonest neces-
sities of life from tariff taxation. The Government must have
so much money, and there are certain commodities from which
it must be collected. Fortunately, all that is needed can be raised
without taxing every article, and, therefore, we are able to put
many articles on the free list. Bearing in mind, however, that
it is impossible to put all articles there, we must understand
that whenever we exempt some articles from a tax we render
it all the more difficult or impossible to exempt or even to
reduce the duty on the others. Every man of sense knows that
we could not collect enough to support the Government if we
were to exempt from tariff duties all the necessities of life and
every raw material of the manufacturer. Some of them may be
free, all of them can not possibly be so, and every time we {rans-
fer a raw material to the free list we are compelled to keep
some necessary of life on the dutiable list.. Regarded in this
way, sir, this whole matter resolves itself into a struggle be-
tween the necessities of life and the manufacturers’ raw material
for a place on the free list; and in that struggle I do not hesi-
tate to espouse that policy which would exempt what poor men
must buy for the sake of decency and comfort, as against the

things which rich men buy merely for the sake of the profit
which they can make out of them.

Mr. President, I do not myself think it necessary to dwell
longer upon this subject, but in deference to my friends who
think I ought to do so, T will endeavor to further demon-
strate the unsoundness of this free raw-material doctrine by
showing that it will not, even in particular cases, produce the
result at which its supporters aim. Naturally and properly,
if I am to deal with particular cases, I prefer to deal with those
which have recently become the subject of an active controversy,
and I will consider them according to the order in which they
have been presented to the Senate. x

FREE IRON ORE,

The first motion involving this direct question was the one
transferring iron ore to the free list. That motion was sup-
ported by Senators, respectable in number ds well as in char-
acter and ability ; but none of those who voted for it have up to
this hour contended that, on principle or as a general rule,
the manufacturer’s raw material ought to be exempted from
tariff duties, and they made an exception in that particular case
to meet what they consider an exceptional condition. It will be
observed, however, that their argument in favor of free iron
ore confirms and supports my general objection to free raw
material, because it is based on the propesition that to place
iron ore on the free list would confer a favor on the independent
steel companies, and thus strengthen them in their contest
against the steel trust. This purpose appeals to me as strongly
as it does to any Senator in this Chamber, and, notwithstand-
ing my aversion to the use of the taxing power for any except a
revenue purpose, I might attempt to remedy this special evil by
this special treatment if I could be satisfied that the means
are adapted to the end.

But, sir, can this evil be reached and corrected in the manner
proposed? I do not think it can, but before pronouncing a final
judgment let us analyze the case until we thoroughly understand
it. The belief that free ore will help the independent steel corpo-
rations and hurt the steel trust is based upon the fact that the
independent companies are compelled to buy their ore, while the
steel trust owns an enormous quantity of iron lands and pro-
duces its own ore. There is a very wide difference of opinion
as to the extent of the iron lands which the steel trust owns.
Several Senators in the course of this debate have stated it as
high as 80 per cent of the known supply, while others who are
well informed declare that it is less than 25 per cent; and this
latter estimate is supported by the letters from independent steel
manufacturers which the S8enator from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER]
submitted to the Senate a few days ago, and also by the state-
ment of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SiMmymoxs], which
I will print as an appendix to what I am now saying. But
whether the first statement or the last one is correct is not a
matter of any importance in deciding this immediate question.
Of course, I do not mean to say that it is not vastly important
in other respects for us to consider how far the steel trust has
monopolized our iron lands, and I have gone far enough into
that question to satisfy myself that they own more than is con-
sistent with the highest welfare of this country. Indeed, I am
so thoroughly persuaded that their holdings are contrary to the
law and to the publie good that if I were the Attorney-General
of the United States I would institute a suit to dissolve that
corporation upon the ground that it is a monopoly, and I would
call its officers to answer in the criminal courts for their mis-
conduet. But all of this is aside from the question which we
are now considering. The question at this moment is whether
we can curb or tend to curb the rapacity of the steel trust by
placing iron ore on the free list. That we can not accomplish
that result is perfectly clear to my mind, and my conclusion
has been reached by a process of reasoning so simple and direct
that I can not conceive how any thoughtful man can escape it.

I do not believe that any tariff duty can materially affect a
commadity in the hands of a corporation which has already
bought it and which does not intend to sell it. I understand, of
course, that the tariff can seriously affect the price of any com-
modity—whether a raw material or a finished product—which
is to be bought or to be sold; but it is as plain to me as the
alphabet that the manufacturer who has bought and paid for
his raw material can neither be helped nor hurt by any adjust-
ment of the tariff upon it. Two exceptions to that rule might
occur under extraordinary circumstances. If Congress could
pass a law that would make it more profitable for the steel trust
to sell its iron ore than to manufacture it, of course, that cor-
poration would be aided by our legislation; or if Congress could
pass a law that would enable the steel trust to buy iron ore for
less than it could produce it from its own lands, the steel trust
would undoubtedly close its mines and buy its iron ore. And
they would be all the more certain to pursue that policy if it be
true that they practically control the iron-ore supply of the
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United States, for they would not only make an immediate sav-
ing by buying their raw material cheaper than they could pro-
duoce it, but they would help in that way to complete their
monopoly by exhausting the other sources of supply, thus
serving a double purpose,

But both the sale of the raw material which the steel trust
owns and the purchase of raw material from others are so re-
mote that they need not be taken into account, and we must
legislate with respect to the conditions as they exist and as
they are practically certain to continue. We may safely assume
that iron ore will never become so cheap that it will pay the
steel trust to buy it rather than to take it from their own mines,
and we may assume with equal safety that iron ore will never
command a price which will tempt the steel trust to sell it in-
stead of using it. We must therefore decide this question upon
the theory that the steel trust will neither sell ore to others
nor buy ore from others, and that- it will keep its entire supply
and manufacture it into steel products of various kinds. That
being true, it must be a matter of absolute indifference to that
corporation whether Congress levies a duty on iron ore or places
it on the free list; for whether iron ore be cheap or high, the
steel trust will neither buy nor sell it, and a given quantity of
it can be converted into precisely the same number of steel
rails, whether it is worth $§1 a ton or $3 a ton. The raw-mate-
rial end of that transaction is, as it were, a closed chapter, and
the only thing which concerns the profits or the prosperity of the
steel trust is the price for which it can sell what it makes out
of its iron ore.

Every man of ordinary sense perfectly understands that in
his own affairs, after he has bought and paid for an article
which he intends to consume and not to sell, it ean not possibly
affect him one way or the other whether that article rises or
falls in price; because a high price does not make it go further
in the economy of his home, nor will a lower price reduce the
uses of it. What is true with every man, and in respect to
every article, must be true with respect to iron ore and the
steel trust. Let me restate my proposition, and then I am
through with this aspect of it. If the steel trust sold iron ore,
a duty on it would increase its price and help that corporation ;
if the steel trust bought iron ore, a duty on it would increase
{ts price and injure that corporation; but as the steel trust
neither buys nor sells iron ore, a duty on it can not in any
way affect that corporation.

WILL NOT BENEFIT THE FPEOPLE.

I will now examine that branch of the argument which claims
that free iron ore will operate as an indirect injury to the
steel trust by helping the independent steel corporations. It is
perfectly clear to my mind that a remission of the duty on iron
ore will save to the independent steel companies the full amount
which they pay to the Government.in duties on imported ore,
and will also save them something on the price of the domestic
ore which they purchase; but it is equally clear to my mind that
we can neither hurt the steel trust nor help the American
people by increasing the profits of the independent steel com-
panies. As between the steel trust and the independent com-
panies, my sympathy is with the latter; but I do not feel at
liberty to employ the agency of this Government to help one
group of millionaires in a contest with another group of mil-
lionaires, unless I can secure some concession to American con-
sumers by doing so.

I have been told that by conferring this special favor on the
independent steel companies we will stimulate their com-
petition against the steel trust, and thus secure a substantial
benefit to our constituents. That argument requires us to
give certain corporations a privilege to which they are mnot
entitled, in order that the American people may enjoy a right
to which they are entitled. But waiving, for the moment, this
question of principle, and assuming that we would be justified
in exempting those corporations from their taxes in order that
the people may enjoy the benefit of their competition against
the steel trust, we have a right to know before consenting to
such an arrangement that we are certain to obtain the ad-
vantage for which we are asked to pay such a price. Mr.
President, every Senator in this Chamber, and every intelligent
man in this country, knows that there is only a semblance of
competition between the steel trust and these so-called “in-
dependent companies.” My information is that their price lists
read like copies of each other, and this fact has led to the open
charge that there is an agreement between them.

Indeed, Mr. Carnegie and Mr. Schwab, who know more about
the gteel industry of this country than any other two men of
this or of any other generation, have both admitted that there
is no real competition. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TrLMAN] several days ago laid before the Senate the state-

.in the eyes of all intelligent men.

ment of Mr. Carnegie, and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
SmrTH] has just called my attention to the testimony of Mr.
Schwab to the same effect.

In testifying before the Ways and Means Committee of the
House Mr. Schwab made this statement:

I am golng to give you the exact reasons. Then we got together as
manufacturers and restored the price of ralls, that belng one branch of
their manufacture, to $28. Now, there been no manufacturer sell-
ing rails that would dare to change that price for fear of another
steel-rall war. This is true of every line of which I spoke that we
had the same arrangements about.

I think, taken in connection with all he said, Mr. Schwab did
not mean to admit that the steel companies had entered into
this contract in restraint of trade in such a manner as would
constitute a violation of the antitrust law. In fact, sir, under
existing conditions, a specific agreement contrary to law is not
necessary to prevent a real competition, and that is the unspeak-
able course of having one corporation so colossal that all others
are compelled to obey its will and follow its lead, whether it
goes in the right or in the wrong direction. A $10,000,000
corporation can defend itself against another $10,000,000 corpo-
ration, and where it feels itself in the right it will not shrink
from a contest with even a $20,000,000 corporation; but no mat-
ter how upright and how straightforward the managers of a
$10,000,000 corporation may be, and no matter how anxious they
are to obey the laws of their country, they understand that a
conflict with a billion dollar rival means their complete and
utter annihilation. This fear is so deeply impressed on the
minds of all these independent steel companies that they dare
not undersell the steel trust and they are compelled to adopt
and charge its prices. While some of the interested parties
make different explanations of it, none of them deny that the
people pay substantially the same price whether they buy from
the independent steel companies or from the steel trust, Whether
this fact is explained upon the ground that these small com-
panies dare not provoke a price war with the steel trust, because
they know that in such a contest they would be driven from
our market places and their business destroyed; or whether it
is in pursuance of agreement—and I have stated both explana-
tions without adopting either—the fact remains that the inde-
pendent steel companies do not compete against the steel trust
for the patronage of the American people, and therefore we would
not have obtained the competition which we sought even if we
had remitted the taxes which those rich and powerful corpora-
tions ought to pay. These companies seem small when compared
with the billion-dollar steel trust, but only a few years ago they
would have been regarded as commercial outlaws themselves;
and why shall I vote money out of the Publie Treasury to increase
their profits, when it is admitted that they do not compete
against the steel trust, but share in the extortions which it
practices on the American people.

To construe the Democratic demand that trust-controlled
articles shall be placed on the free list as requiring us to ex-
empt raw materials from dnty is to make our party ridiculous
Such a law will neither hurt
the trusts nor help the people, because it will not increase the
mannfactnrer’s cost of production or reduce the price of his
finished product. So far as the Democratic party ecan deal
with the trust question through tariff legislation it would re-
move tariff duties from the finished produects, because that will
reduce their price, thus hurting the trusts and helping the
people at the same time. As every Senator knows, I hold
tenaciously to the opinion that the only way to destroy the
trusts now in existence and to prevent the formation of others
is to send the men who organize and operate them to the
penitentiary, and I am confident that the next few years will
bring all men to concur in my opinion. But while I am waiting
for that time to come, and ignoring the embarrassment which
will arise from the loss of revenue, I am ready to put the
finished product of every trust in America on the free list; but
I utterly refuse to insult the intelligence of my countrymen by
asking them to believe that I can help the people by levying a
duty on what they buy from the trusts or that I can hurt the
trusts by removing the duty on what they buy from the people.

FREE LUMBER.

Again, Mr. President, a majority of the Democrats in the
Senate voted against the motion transferring lumber to the
free list, and we have been assailed with much declamation
upon our refusal to give the people free homes. I have no
doubt that a large majority of the men who have joined in
this clamor honestly believe what they say; but while I thus
pay tribute to their sincerity, I can not be so generous in con-
ceding their intelligence. Those who complain most bitterly
seem to proceed on the assumption that lumber is only used
for the purpose of building homes. They seem to forget that
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the railroads and other great corporations buy and use more
Jumber every year than all the cottage builders in the land,
and that free lumber would be as much a benefaction to them
as it wonld be to the home builders. They also forget that the
very poor people are not the ones who buy lumber to build
homes, for they are not able to do so. For that reason it is
a meonstrous piece of nonsense for us to say that we would
have acted justly and wisely in removing the tax from those
who are able to build houses, while leaving a tax on the food
and clothing of the people who are too poor to enjoy the ines-
timable blessing of their own home. I will be glad to give
all the people who use lumber, both rich and poor—though the
very poor do not buy it—the benefit of free trade in lumber
whenever it is possible for me to do so; but I will never consent
to deo that until I have first removed the tax from those things
which the poorest man in America is compelled to use, nor
until T have taken the tax from every tool and implement with
which the mechanic and the farmer must make their living.
But even if lumber were only used for building homes, you could
not ask those of us who believe in equal taxation to vote for free
lumber unless we could at the same time place everything which
enters into the construction of a home on the free list, The hy-
pocrisy, or, perhaps, it would be better to say the lack of infor-
mation, on the part of those who complain at our vote against
free lumber and declare that we are opposed to free homes is
manifest when we remember that the motion of the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. JorxstoN] to put lumber, together with
every other article required in building a home, on the free list
was rejected by an overwhelming majority, thus making it plain
that in this Congress at least the only part of a home which even
a fraction of the majority were willing to make free was that
part of it which comées from the forest. How could I answer to
my judgment and my conscience as a Democrat for voting to put
Iumber on the free list while glass, hardware, cement, paint,
and every other necessary material are subject to a duty of
more than 30 per cent? The present duty on rough lumber is
less than 12 per cent, and will you ask me to repeal even that
moderate tax, while I have no earthly hope of repealing the
duty of more than 75 per cent on window glass which goes into
that same home?

The cost of lumber in an average home is between 20 and 25
per cent of the whole. It is much more in some buildings and
it is much less in others. In a home that would cost $2,000, the
lumber bill would be about $500, and the duty would be less
than $60. I would be glad fo remit that $60 to the home builder,
and I will cheerfully do so whenever I can at the same time
repeal the duty on the window glass, nails, locks, mortar, and
every other article needed in that construction; and when that
time comes, I shall go one step farther and ask to take the
tax from the carpenter’s tools with which the house is built.
1t is not just and fair to take the tax off a man who is able to
build a $10,000 home until you have first taken the tax from
the tools of the mechanic who is compelled to build that home
in order to make a living for his wife and children.

Mr. President, for whose benefit are we asked to put lumber
on the free list? The time may come when other seetions will
be benefited by it, but at present, and duaring the life of this
tariff law, the only people who would derive any advantage
from the removal of the lumber duty would be those who
live along the Canadian border. And what right have they to
ask of us that we give them the advantage of free trade in this
particular article? Do they not demand a protective tariff upon
the meat and the breadstuffs which they produce? Do they not
vote for these high duties on manufactured articles? With the
single exeeption of lumber, which they do not preduce and which
they must buy, they are extreme protectionists, and they favor
no free trade except where they themselves can enjoy the benefit
of it. I am actuated by no narrow prejudice and my mind is
free from every taint of sectional animosity; but, sir, I shall
never cousent to give free trade to a people who impose protec-
tion on everybody else. I shall resolutely stand here and insist
that those who apply protection to others shall not be suffered
to escape it themselves,

But, Mr. President, if we were to repeal the duty on lumber
and admit it without the payment of any tax, even the people
who live along the Canadian border would obtain but a small
part of the benefit which they expect. Bome time ago and |
when this agitation for free lumber first assumed the form of
a propaganda, the Canadian mill owners began to prepare them-
gelves for the event and drew their contracts in a way that
appropriated one-half of the amount of the repealed duty at
the very threshold of the transaction. I have here a letter
which has been handed to me by the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Prees]. It was written by the present governor of Ver-
mont to the Finance Committee, and it makes the matter so

11)1811:1': endsm I desire o read it to the Senate. This is the way
by :

You will understand this
ago I traded a cut of 10,000?6%51}&1{?2 llzetghui Ir::o‘:'eli‘il fi‘h‘rﬁn‘énfu’é m]f
but before I could close a trade I was obl go put in the mm
that if the duty was changed the seller should have one-half the redue-
tion. Where would the consumer come in on this kind of a deal?

In answer to the question, where the consumer would come
in, I say without hesitation that he would come in last in this
case as he does in all other cases under this tariff legislation.
[Laughter.] And while Senators, honestly and patriotically striv-
ing to reduce the price of lumber to their people, would be tak-
ing §2,000,000 annually out of the public Treasury, the Canadian
Jumber man would be dividing it between himself and his whole-
sale customer, and our constituents would not only be left with-
out cheaper lumber, but they would be left with a higher tax,
because they would be compelled to supply in some other way
that $2,000,000 annually that the Government had remitted for
the benefit of these enterprising speculators.

But, sir, although free trade in lumber would benefit only a
small per cent of our people, I might, other considerations being
left aside, agree to if, if it did not injure a very much larger
number of our people. In saying ihis, I am not taking into
account the people who produce lumber, and I am not advo-
cating protection, either direct or incidental, for them. I do not
advocate protection on what my people sell and demand free
trade in what they buy. I will not vote for taxed hides and
free iron ore. The article governs me and not the place in which
it is produced. I am not, therefore, influenced in the least to
oppose a repeal of the duty on lumber by the eircumstance that
with two exceptions Texas is to-day the greatest lumber-
producing State in the Union. My attitude is determined by a
wholly different consideration, and that consideration is simply
this: The Government of the United States is now collecting on
the importation of rough lumber and shingles more than $2,-
000,000, and I know perfectly well that if this $2,000,000 of
revenue should be surrendered by placing rough lumber and
shingles on the free list, it will instantly become necessary to
raise an equal sum from those articles which are still left on the
dutiable list. Free lumber, therefore, would not relieve the
people from this $2,000,000 of taxes, but so far as it might re-
lieve anybody it would simply relieve that part of the people
who now buy Canadian lumber, and transfer the burden wholly
to those who buy other articles; and the advantage which my
people enjoy in their natural location would be taken from them
by a special law.

Of this $2,000,000 which the Government now collects on lum-
ber, the people of Texas do not pay one farthing, because not
one foot of Canadian. lumber is consumed in Texas, But,
gir, if this lumber duty is repealed and that $2,000,000 which
is now collected upon lumber is to be collected from clothes
and hats and shoes and all the implements of labor, then my
people will be compelled to pay more than they are paying now
toward the support of this Government. ILet no man say that I
am opposing free lumber because other people pay the tax on it
and my people pay none. I do not profess to be indifferent to
that consideration, but it would not control me if I felt that
Texans were escaping their just burden. I know perfectly well
that, as the matter now stands, my people, receiving the bene-
fit of no protection and bearing the burden of every protection,
will simply have the injustice against them aggravated by the
repeal of a tax which from the fortunate circumstance of their
location they are not required to pay, because if we take the
tax from this particular article which they do not import it
will be necessary to make it up on other articles which they do
import., Nor, Mr. President, does the duty on lumber increase
the price of lumber which is not imported to the people of Texas.
The freight charge on lumber from Canada is so high that it
is impossible for it to be brought to Texas, and therefore Ca-
nadian lumber can never reduce the price of lumber in any
Texas market. It is a truth patent to all that an article which
can not compete in a given place can not affect prices in that

lace.
4 It is sometimes contended by certain people that if Canadian
lamber is let in from the morth, thus meeting southern lumber
in the markets of Illinois, Towa, and Nebraska, the effect will
be to reduce the price all along the line down to the source of
supply at the southern mills; but the men who argue that way
have little knowledge of commercial sagacity or commercial
practice, for the effect would be precisely the reverse of what
they anticipate and teach. It is a maxim as old as trade that
whatever reductions are made in competitive markets are
always relmbursed in noncompetitive markets. In other words,
and in plain words, if a southern mill owner is compelled to
sell his lumber in Chicago to meet the competition of Canadian
tamber there, he will repair the Chicago losses just as soon as




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3155

he reaches a market where Canadian lumber can not compete
against him; and the men who think that they could reduce
the price of lumber to the consumers in our Southern States
by subjecting southern mill owners to Canadian competition
in the Northern States are profoundly mistaken. Such con-
ditions would reduce the price of southern lumber in northern
markets; but if it exerted any effect at all on the price of
southern lumber in southern markets, an increase would be the

result.
WILL

Another argument which has been advanced in favor of free
Inmber is that it will help to preserve our forests. It sounds
somewhat strange to hear Democrats declare that taxes should
either be levied or remitted upon considerations wholly apart
from the question of revenue; but without pausing to remind
those who press that argument that it might estop us from
maintaining our old contentions, I prefer to make the other and
more conclusive answer that if free lumber will influence the
preservation of our forests at all, it will be exaectly the reverse
of what its advocates assume. Mr. President, if a man re-
quiring a given article has two sources of supply and the
two sources combined contain a given quantity, he will ex-
haust the two sources of supply neither sooner nor later by
drawing from one or the other at any particular time. It might
be more convenient and more economical to utilize one source at
a particular time; but on the question of exhaustion, it would
be wholly immaterial. Suppose we test this matter by an indi-
vidual illustration. I am rather partial to that method of argu-
ment because it tends to make matters plainer than even the
most obvious rules of logic. ILet us suppose that a farmer had
two woodlands for his own consumption, one near his house,
and the other at some distance., Will anybody contend that he
could inerease the gquantity of his wood by cutting it from one
of those tracts rather than from the other? Plainly he could
not, and what would be true in the case of that farmer is
true in the case of the United States. Starting with the prop-
osition that the timber lands of Canada and the United States
must supply the lumber demands of both countries, then it is
absolutely immaterial as respects the final consumption of the
total supply whether we draw lumber from Canada or they
draw lumber from us. Obviously, it would cost the Canadian
people more to get lumber from us than to buy it at home and,
obviously, it would cost the people of Texas more to buy lumber
in Canada than to buy it at home; but While the place at which
any given community might purchase its lumber would seriously
affect the price, it would exert absolutely no influence whatever
over the other question.

Many of those who advocate free lumber contend that by re-
moving the tariff we would reduce the price of Inmber, and they
talk as if that would discourage the waste of it. Mr. Presi-
dent, the effect of cheap lamber on the preservation of it
would be exactly the opposite of what these men claim. Tt
is a8 true of lumber as it is of everything else, that the
cheaper it is, the less careful we are in preserving it. The owner
of a woodland would cut down a tree worth a dollar to serve
finy mere whim or convenience, when he would not think of cut-
ting down that same tree under the same circumstances if it
were worth ten dollars; and it is a strange kind of reasoning
that can lead any man to conclude that by reducing the value of
our timber it will make the people who own our forests more
careful to preserve them. Unless the experience of every man is
at fanlt, such a law will utterly disappoint the expectations
of its advocates, and will inevitably produce a different result
from what they hope. I must not be understood as saying that
high lumber is desirable. I do not think that, and I have not
said that; but, I do think, and I have said, that you can never
make a people take better care of anything they produce or
own by diminighing its price. It is the philosophy of human
nature and the invariable course of human conduct that we are
more careful against wasting our possessions as they increase
in value; and, if that be frue, the argument that free lumber
will reduce its price and thus tend to a better preservation of
our forests is worse than fallacious. Men who are familiar
with the improved methods of lumbering in our southern pine-
timber sections have witnessed this principle in operation. Not
only are our sawmills more careful in cutting trees than they
were hefore the great advance in the price of timber lands, but
they make merchantable lumber now out of parts of trees which
were formerly used as fuel; and not only at the sawmill, but
everywhere the same economy is practiced in the use of lumber.,
The builder no longer wastes it as he did when it was cheap,
but every plank is now made to go as far as possible, and many
are used to good advantage which were formerly thrown away.

FREE HIDES.

Mr. President, the third and last of the propositions involving
this question of free raw materials which I shall discuss is the

NOT TEND TO PRESERVE FORESTS.

one relating to hides. What has been said in reference to iron
ore could be repeated in answer to a large part of what is
urged in behalf of free hides; but there is one distinguishing
feature between the two articles. In the case of iron ore, so
far as the trust controls it at all, it controls it through the
ownership of the lands which produce it,-and the ore comes
directly to the steel-trust plants without passing through the
hands of any other person; but that is not the case with hides,
as they are produced by the farmers and ranchmen of the coun-
try, and pass to those who purchase cattle on the hoof. In this
way the packing trust, which is alleged to control the hide mar-
ket, is a purchaser as well as a seller of hides, and this circum-
stance reduces hides to practically the same situation as iron
ore, because the same duty on it when the packers purchase a
hide remains on it when they sell it, and, consequently, what
they lose in buying they gain in selling.

We may, therefore, dismiss that phase of the question as
having been disposed of already, and address ourselves to the
argument that a tax on hides is a tax on shoes. It is a curious
coincidence that this school of free traders always apply their
doctrine at the wrong end of the transaction. Of course, a
duty on hides will increase their price to the manufacturer;
but it is certain that to repeal the duty on hides will not de-
crease the price of shoes to the consumer; and why should
these so-called “free traders,” who so loudly proelaim their solici-
tude for the American consumer, always exert themselves to re-
move the tariff where if will do him no good? The people of the
United States do not use hides; they wear shoes, and they use
leather in various other manufactured forms, but only the tan-
ners and manufacturers buy raw hides; and, consequently, the
removal of the duty on raw hides simply lifts the burden from
the tanners and the manufacturers, while to remove the duty on

shoes and other leather products would inure to the benefit of

every man, woman, and child in America. What answer will
these men make to the intelligent people of the United States
for professing to watch after the interest of the consumer and
yet confining their efforts to the relief of the manufacturer?

If I were vested with power to repeal any duty, I would not
repeal the duty on hides until I could also repeal the duty
on shoes and leather goods. I would not repeal either until
I could repeal both, and I would either have free trade in
everything made out of hides, or else I would lay a revenue
tariff on the hides. I can not comprehend how a Democrat
can think that he is relieving the consumers of this land from
the exactions and oppressions of the manufacturers by voting
to take the duty off of what the manufacturers buy from the
people and still leaving a duty on what the people buy from
the manufacturers. That kind of a man may be a free trader,
but he is a free trader in spots; and the misery of it all is
that he selects the factories of this country as the spots where
he applies his free-trade doctrine. I have sometimes doubted
the sincerity of the men who denounce the greed of American
manufacturers and then gratify that greed by exempting those

- same manufacturers from the taxes which everybody else is

required to pay. If they really believe that one class is robbing
n}l other classes, they ought to punish the robbers and not the
victims.

But, Mr. President, conceding for the purpose of this argument
that to remove the duty on the manufacturer’s raw material does
reduce his cost of production, and would, as a general proposi-
tion, reduce the price of his manufactured articles, no such re-
sult could or would ensue in this particular case, because the
saving on each pair of shoes, and every other leather product,
would be so small as to be incapable of distribution among con-
sumers. A pair of shoes made out of duty-paid hides will cost
about 4 cents more than a pair of shoes made out of free
hides. Does any man who is at all familiar with the shoe
trade believe that the people who wear shoes would receive the
benefit of the 4 cents which the manufacturers would save in
making shoes? Plainly, sir, they would not, and that for several
reasons. Even if shoes were sold at odd cents the manufacturer
would not surrender to the consumer all which the Government
had given him; but when we reflect that the price of shoes runs
in even numbers, like $1.50, or $1.75, or $2, or $2.50, and =0 on
through the entire list, we must be credulous indeed if we
think that the shoe manufacturer would rearrange his scale
of prices to meet such a small saving in the cost of production.
The sum of it all would simply be that the Government would
lose the net revenue of $2,200,000 which the duty on hides now
yields, and the people would receive no rebate on their shoes.
That $2,200,000 would not only be diverted from the Publie
Treasury into the private coffers of the tanners and the shoe
manufacturers, but the people would be called upon to supply
an equal amount of revenue by an increased tax on other arti-
cles of common use,

I concede that the Democrats who advocate free hides desire
as earnestly as I do to reduce the price of shoes and all
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leather goods to the people of this country; but I ean not
concede that they know as well as I do how to accomplish
what they desire. They seem to think that the proper method
is to first reduce the manufacturer’s cost of production and then
reduce the duty on the finished product. That will, un-
doubtedly, reduce the price of the finished product to the ulti-
mate consumer, but there is another and a much juster way
to reach the same end. That way is this: Instead of re-
lieving the manufacturer from all tax on his raw material
and relieving the people from only a portion of the tax on his
finished products, thus leaving the manufacturer’s profit as
high as ever and compelling the producer of the raw material
to lose all that the people gain, I insist that both the producer
of the raw material and the manufacturer of the finished prod-
uct shall be compelled to share in the reduction which I seek to
make in behalf of the whole people.

IN CONCLUBION.

Mr, President, I could have avoided all controversy by quietly
voting for every motion to place any article on the free list, but,
sir, I could not purchase immunity from criticism by such a
course, and I would despise myself if I could prefer peace with
others rather than peace with my own judgment. Had I
voted to put iron ore, and coal, and hides, and lumber on the free
list my votes would have caused no special criticism, because
I am one of a minority, and, therefore, not responsible for what
this body does. But, sir, I look hopefully toward the day when
we will have a majority here, and I shall then be in a position
to do exactly what I have said now ought to be done. I will
not be compelled to vote when my vote becomes a potential
factor in framing a tariff law against what I have voted now,
nor can the Democratic party in the years to come upbraid
me because I have helped to make a record for it against its
principles and traditions. When we have passed from this high
theater and have been gathered to our fathers, no Demoerat
who has studied and who understands the history of our great
party can ever charge that I have helped to destroy the ancient
landmarks which our fathers set in this inheritance. They
may say that I was wrong; but, if they do, they must admit
that I have erred in following the immortal men who led
the Democratic party when it wrote the most glorious chap-
ters in the history of this Republic. At their side I stand, and
with them I am ready to be judged, declaring, as I have always
done, and as I shall do with my latest breath, that the sum of
all good government is comprehended in the maxim that all
shall enjoy equal rights, and none shall have special privileges.
When my course is run there may be many who will think that
I have not fought a good fight, but there shall be none who ean
justly say that I have not kept the faith; and I would not
exchange that consciousness for all the offices which dema-
gogues have ever won by a servile flattery of the people.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President— '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. BATLEY. I do.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have seen various statements in the news-
papers to the effect that since the time referred to by the Sena-
tor the United States Steel Corporation has acquired a monopoly
of the iron ore of this country, and that, therefore, a vote for
a duty on iron ore was in the interest of that trust. T have
here—and if it will not interrnpt the Senator too much I will
refer to it—a statement made by the United States Steel Corpo-
ration itself with reference to the amount of iron ore controlled
by that corporation in this couniry. I have also a statement
made by the Conservation Commission, giving the entire amount
of iron ore in this country, and, if it will not interrupt the
Senator too much, I should like to read briefly from that
statement.

Mr. BAILEY. Very well

Mr. SIMMONS. Here is the statement made by the United
States Steel Corporation. It is claimed that that corporation
owns 1,717,589,000 tons of available ore and 604,845,000 tons of
low-grade or nonavailable ore, making a total holding of the
United States Steel Corporation of 2,322,434 000 tons. I have
here an abstract of the report prepared for the Conservation
Commission by C. Willard Hayes, Chief Geologist, United States
Geological Survey, in which the statement is made that the
total amount of available iron ore in this country to-day is
4,788,150,000 tons, and of nonavailable iron ore 75,116,070,000
tons. *“ Nonavailable ore,” as I understand, means ore not at
. present profitable to work ; but all of the so-called nonavailable
; ores are rich in metallie iron and as desirable in a mixture as
i the majority of the ores used in this country or abroad. They
jare also “nonavailable” by reason of the lack of transportation
' facilities and the lack of proper openings and workings neces-
sary to mine these ores. All of this will come in due time.

Now, Mr. President, taking the fignres of the United States
Steel Corporation, the available ores owned by it, to wit,
1,717,589,000 tons, it will appear that the Steel Corporation owns
881 per cent of the available ore in this country. Figuring all
the iron ore of all kinds, available and nonavailable, amounting
to 79,186,000,000 tons, and figuring that the United States Steel
Corporation, according to its own figures, owns 2,323 434,000
tons, the percentage of iron ore in the United States owned by
the United States Steel Corporation is less than 3 per cent of all
the ore of this country.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I thank the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Simmons] for contributing this information. I
shall, a little later in this discussion, address myself particularly
to the question of iron ore, and if the Senator from North Caro-
lina will permit me, I should like the privilege of inserting these
figures as an addition to my speech.

Mr. SIMMONS. I only give the totals.

Mr. BAILEY. I think that in one view the Senator has pre-
sented a very important matter, and as I would like to have it
g0 to those who do me the honor to read this speech, I will use
it as an appendix.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, the President of the United
States has recommended to Congress an excise tax upon all
corporations, measured by 2 per cent of their net income, and
states that in his judgment this will yield the Treasury not
less than $25.000,000. He urges as an additional reason for this
form of taxation that it will bring the knowledge of the real
business transactions and the gains and profits of every cor-
poration within the knowledge of the Government, and thus a
long step will be made toward that supervisory control of cor-
porations which may prevent further abuse of power.

MOEE REVENUE NECESSARY FYOR CONSTRUCTIVE WORK.

I am in sympathy with the movement for increasing the
revenue of the country. While I believe that some reforms
may be established in the administrative work of the country
which will reduce the national expense, I have little confidence
in the Government pursuing this line of reform so continuously
as to relieve the present deficiency in the Treasury. I fear
that economy will be mainly exercised where it ought to be
least exercised—in the diminution of the constructive work
of the country.

In addition to the constructive work on our fortifications,
our warships, the Panama Canal provided for by bonds, and
the reclamation of arid lands provided for by a speciai fund
secured from land sales, the country is demanding that we
should enter upon broad and comprehensive plans for the im-
provement of our inland waterways and for the construction
of publie buildings under a system of expert organization which
will take public projects, as it has taken the patronage of the
country, out of the spoils system. A reasonable estimate for the
improvement of our rivers is $50,000,000 annually and for the
construction of public buildings $30,000,000 or $40,000,000 an-
ually, a total of something less than $100,000,000 annually.

We must therefore have more revenue; and, as the taxation
of the Government is levied almost entirely upon consumption,
it is right that we should reach out for the fixed wealth of the
country in some form, either through income, corporation, or
occupation taxes.

While I favor and shall vote for the immediate passage of a
graduated income tax, the constitutionality of which may be
tested before the Supreme Court, I realize that there is little
chance of its adoption, and therefore I favor a constitutional
amendment providing for a graduated income tax, and I favor
also present legislative action imposing an excise tax in such
form as to reach the great accumulated wealth of the country,
or its earnings, engaged in corporate enterprise, as an easy and
effective way of securing a considerable revenue, and also of
securing, through publicity and otherwise, such supervisory con-
trol by the National Government as can be constitutionally
exercised over corporations.

SFRECKELS SUGAR REFINING COMPANY V. M'CLAIN.

The President bases his recommendation upon the case of
Spreckels Sugar Refining Company ». McClain (192 U. 8., 397),
in which the excise tax imposed by section 27 of the war-
revenue act of 1898 on the gross receipts of “ every person, firm,
company, and corporation carrying on or doing the business of
refining petroleum or refining oil” was upheld. I ask leave to
insert in the REcorp that portion of the decision of the Supreme
Court in this ease which overrules the objection that the tax
was a direct tax and therefore required apportionment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, leave is

nted.
g%he matter referred to is as follows:

“The contention of the Government is that the tax is not a direct
tax, but only an excise imposed by Congress under its power to lay
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and collect excises which shall be uniform throughout the United States
(Art, I, sec. 8). Clearly the tax is not im uapon gross annual
receipts as protpertg. but only in respect of the carrying on or doing
the business of refining sugar. It can not be otherwise regarded, be-
cause of the fact that the amount of the tax is measured by the amount
of the gross annual receipts, The tax s defined In the act as ‘a
special execise tax,” and therefore It must be assumed for what it is
worth that Congress had no gurpose to exceed its powers under the
Constitution, but only to exercise the authority granted to it of laying
and collecting excises. -

“ This dge?jneral question has been considered in so many cases hereto-

fore deci that we do not deem it necessary to consider it anew upon
principle. It was held in Pacific Insurance Company v. Soule (7 Wall,,
433) that the income tax

imposed bg the internal-revenue act of June
80, 1864, amended July 13, 1866 (13 Stat.,, 223; 14 Btat., 98), on the
amounts insured, renewed, and continued by insurance companies, on
the gross amount of premiums received, on dividends, undistributed
sums, and income, was not a direct tax, but an excise duty or tax
within the meaning of the Constitution; in Veazie o (8

Bank v. Fenn
Wall,, 633) that the statute then before the cm:rti which required na-
tional banking associations, state banks, or state g mocia.tltm:
on

to pay a tax of 10 per cent on the amount of state bank m’te;simm
by them, after a named date, did not, in the sense of the Constitution,
Impose a direct tax, but was to be classed under the head of dutles,
which were to be sustained upon the principles announced in Pacific
Insurance Company v. SBoule, above cited; In oley v. Rew (23 Wall.,
831), that the tax imposed on every devolution of title to real estate
was not a direct tax, but an impost or excise, and was therefore consti-
tutional ; in Nicol v. Ames (173 U. 8., 509), that the tax imposed (30
Stat., 448) upon each sale or agreement to sell a.n{ ?roducts or mer-
chandise at an exchange or board of trade or other similar place, either
for present or future delivery, was not, in the constitutional sense, a
direct tax upon the business itself, but In effect ‘a duty or excise law
upon the privilege, opportunity, or facility offered at rds of trade
or exchanges for the transaction of the business mentioned in the act,’
which was * separate and apart from the business itself;' in Knowlton
v. Moore (178 U. B,, 41, 81) that an inheritance or succession tax was
not a direct tax on property as ordinarily understood, but an excise
levied on the transmission or receipt of property occasioned by death;
and in Patton v. Brady (184 U. 8., 608) that the tax imposed by the
act of June 13, 1808, upon tobacco, however J)repared, manufactured,
and sold, for consumption or sale, was not a direct tax, but an excise
tax which Cengress could im ; that it was not ‘a tax upon pi ¥
as such, but upon certain kinds of property, having reference to their
origin and Intended use.’

*In view of these and other decided eases, we can not hold that the
tax imposed on the plaintiff expressly with reference to its ‘carrying
on or doing the business of * * # . refining sugar,’ and which was
to De measured by Its gross annual receipts in excess of a named sam,
is other than is described in the act of Congress, a speclal excise tax,
and not a direct one, to be apportioned among the States according to
their respective numbers. This conclusion is inevitable from the judg-
ments in prior cases, in which the court has dealt with the distinctions,
often very difficult to be expressed in words, between taxes that are
direct and those which are to be regarded simply as excises. The
grounds upon which those judgments were rested need not be restated
or reexamined. It would subserve no useful purpose to do so. It must
guffice now to say that they clearly negative the idea that the tax here
%avolvedbeis a direct one, to be apportioned among the States according
0 numbers,

“ It is sald that if regard be had to the decision in the Income Tax
cases, a different conclusion from that just stated must be reached.
On the contrary, the precise question here was not intended to be de-
cided in those cases. For in the opinion on the rehearing of the In-
come Tax eases the Chief Justice said: ‘ We have considered the act
only in respect of the tax on income derived from real estate, and from
invested personal property, and have not commented on so much of it
as bears on gains or profits from business, privileges, or employments,
in view of the instances in which taxation on business, pri , OF
employments has assumed the guise of an excise tax and been sustained
as such.”” (158 U. 8., 601.)

TAX ON REFINERS OF SUGAR AND OIL, WAR EEVENUE ACT OF 1808,

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to
enter upon an argument either for or against the President's
position. I wish simply to give the history of the legislation
relating to the tax, which was upheld in the Spreckels case,
and will only call attention to the fact, in passing, that while
the tax which the President recommends is, as he declares,
“an excise tax upon the privilege of doing business as an
artificial entity and of freedom from joint partnership liability
by those who own stock,” the tax sustained in the Spreckels
case was not of this nature, but was simply a tax imposed
on the occupation of refining petrolenm or sugar, whether done
by a person, firm, or corporation. The reasoning of the de-
cision in the Spreckels case may uphold the President’s con-
tention, but I wish to submit the question as to whether, in
imposing a tax upon corporations which really reaches their
income as much as an income tax would, it is not wise to follow
the exact verbiage of the tax imposed by the war-revenue act
and under consideration in the Spreckels case; and whether
equally beneficial results in the shape of revenue, and equally
beneficial results in securing publicity of and supervision over
corporate concerns could not be secured by it.

It should be remembered that the tax imposed upon oil and
sugar refiners was upon *“ every person, firm, company, and cor-
poration carrying on" such business—not upon corporations
alone. The Constitution declares that *All duties, imposts, and
excises shall be uniform throughout the United States.” If the
tax suggested by the President is to be regarded as an occupa-
tion tax, the objection will probably be made that the rule of
uniformity is broken by applying this occupation tax to cor-
porations alone, and not to natural persons.

«corporations, by the president or chief officer thereof.

If, however, it be held that the suggested tax is, as the Presi-
dent asserts, “a tax upon the privilege of doing business as an
artificial entity,” that is to say, a tax upon the right to be a
corporation, it will probably be contended that the corporate
franchise is the creation of the state sovereignty; that the power
to tax is the power to destroy; and that the Nation has no
power, for this reason, to tax the franchise granted by the State?

I shall not attempt to enter into the discussion of these ques-
tions. I only suggest that, to avoid all uncertainty, it would
be well to follow very closely the lines of the excise tax imposed
upon “every person, firm, corporation, and company” engaged
in the business of refining sugar or oil, and which has been ap-
proved by the Supreme Court as a constitutional tax.

It is very clear that the objections to which I have referred
were had in view when section 27 of the war-revenue act was
framed. That section is as follows:

WAR-REVENUE ACT.
EXCISE TAXES ON PERSONS, FIRMS, COMPANIES, AND CORPORATIONS
ENGAGED IN REFINING PETROLEUM AND SUGAR.

SEc. 27. That eva:{n person, firm, corporation, or company carrylng
on or doing tl:tl;aolbu ess nii m{iﬁ peg:lllesuml:ﬁ%rg I;elflrgng ﬂszugar, 1‘:11-
owning or controlling an e for r other prod-
ucts, whose nnnual, rgcg?pm exceed $250,000, shall be subjegt to
pay annually a special excise tax equivalent to one-quarter of 1 per
cent on the ss amount of all receipts of such persons, firms, cor-
pomtiun% and companles in their respective business in excess of said
sum of $250,000.

a true and accurate return of the amount of gross receipts as
aforesaid shall be made and rendered monthly by each of such associa-
corporations, companies, or persons to the collector of the district
in which any such association, corporation, or compangumay be located
or in which such person place of business. ch return shall
be wverified under oath by the person making the same, ;r. Ig case of
ny person or
officer failing or refusing to make return as aforesaid, or who shall
make a false or fraudulent return, shall be liable to a penalty of not
less than $1,000 and not exceeding £10,000 for each failure or refusal
to make return as aforesaid and for each and every false or fraudulent
return.
HISTORY OF THE ADOPTION OF THIS TAX.

This section was offered in the Senate by Senator White, of
California, on the 1st day of June, 1898, as appears by the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REecorp of that date, page 5396.

I shall ask leave to print the proceedings with reference to
that amendment and the vote upon it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Mr. WHITE. I deslre to offer an amendment, which I ask may take
the place of amendment No. 177 of the bill. The object of it is, briefly,
to impose an excise tax of ome-fourth of 1 per cent upon the business
of oll refining and suqar teﬁnl.n%, so that the Btandard Oil and the
sugar trusts will be able to pay taxes under the bill, which under the
present status, withont this amendment, is somewhat doubtful.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the Senator from
California will be stated.

The SECRETARY. In lieu of the committee amendment No. 177, on
page 89, it is proposed to insert the followinﬁ‘:

Every person carrying on or doing the business of refining petroleum,
or refining sugar, or owning or controlling any pipe line for transport-
ing oll or other products, whose gross annual receipts exceed $250,000,
shall be subject Fo pay annually a special excise tax equivalent to one-

quarter of 1 per cent on the dgmss amount of all receipts of such per-
sons, firms, c:ﬁ)orattons, and companies in their respective business
in excess of = sum of $250,000

“And a true and accurate return of the amount of gross receipts as
aforesaid shall be made and rendered monthly by each of such associa-
tions, corporations, companies, or persons to the collector of the district
in which any such association, corporation, or company may be located,
or in which such person has his place of business. uch return shall
be verified under ocath the person making the same, or, in case of
corporations, by the president or chief officer thereof. Any person fail-
ing or rems{ng to make return as aforesaid, or who shall make a false
or fraudulent return, shall be liable to a penalty of not less than $1,000
and not exceeding $10,000 for each fallure or refusal to make refurn
as aforesaid and for each and every false or fraudulent return.”

Mr, Danier. I wish to say & word about this tax. The great dis-
tress amongst the corporations of the couniry and the wealthy men,
which has led them to deprecate being called on to participate’in the
war with Spain, is relieved to a cert extent by the condition of the
Standard Oll Company. I am sure the Semate will receive with satis-
faction the information that their certificates are now at the very
highest rate they have ever been. It is announced in the papers this
morning that zeaterda they touched the h[ﬁhest point in their history,
bel worth 440. 1 do not think they will be put in the poorhouse
by contributing a portion, a small fraction of 1 per cent, to the Govern-
aent, ?artldpaﬂng in the advantages of which they have so enriched

emselves.

Mr. Prarr of Connectlcut. I desire to say in a word why I propose
to vote against this amendment. If it were not that a gre udice exists
against two corporations, the Standard Oil Company and the American
S r Refining , I think no Senator would vote for it—not one.

r. DANIEL. 1 will be glad to add any other corporation that the
Senator may suggest.

Mr. PraTr of Connecticut. It Is picking out from all the Interests of
the country two classes of business where it is absolutely certain that
the corporations will not pay the tax, but that it will be paid by the
consumer. There is no other business in the country where the co
rations or the persons engaged in it can so surely and certainly evade
the payment of the tax as In the case of the business of oil refining and
sugar refining, and, what is more, the persons engaged in the business
will be very careful in raising the Brice of oil and sugar to ralse it a
little more than the tax, 8o that the consumer will pay not only the
tax. but the additional profit to these two companies.

The Vice-PrESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the amendment

by the Senator from California [Mr. White].
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Mr. BErnY. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The
the rol
Mr. BurrLEr (when his name was called). Under the arrangement
formerly made, pairing the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Wellington
with the Senator from Missourl [Mr. Vest], I shall vote. I vote * yea.

Mr., GaLLINGER (when his name was called}. I announce my pair
with the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. Mills], and will be ple to
exchu‘?ge palrs so that the Senator from Mississippl and I can vote. I
vote * nay.”

Mr. Haxxa (when his name was called). Under the agreement with
the Senator from Indiama, I will vote, I vote * nay.”

*  Mr. LopGe (when his name was called). I again announce my pair
with the junlor Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLaY]. If he were present,
I would vote *“nay " and I suppose he would vote *“ yea.”

Mr. McLAURIN (when his name was called). I announce my pair with
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Pritchard]. If he were present,
I should vote “ yea."

AMr. Morcax (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Quay]. If he were present, I ghould vote
“ yea,"”

"Mr. PErTUs (when his name was called). I again announce my pair
with the senior Senator from Massachusetts gur. Hoar].

Mr. TiLLMAN (when his name was called), Under the arrangement
twice announced I will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I again announce my pair
with the junior Senator from Washington [Mr. roer].

Mr. WiLsoN (when his name was called). I again announce my pair
with the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Jones]). If he were present,
I should vote * yea.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. FairBaNks. 1 was requested by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Meliride] to announce that he is ired with the senior Senator from
Mississip[:lil [Mr. Moxey]. The Senator from Oregon is unavoidably
absent. f present, he would vote “ nay.”

: Mr."BJ\co.\‘. If my colleague [Mr. CLAY] were present, he would vote
4 yea.
The result was announced—yeas 33, nays 26, as follows:

feas and nays were ordered; and the Secretary proceeded to call

YEAS—33.
Bacon Cullom Mallory Stewart
Baker Daniel Mantle Sullivan
Bate Faulkner Martin Tillman
Berry Gorman Mitchell Turley
Butler Gray Murphy Turpie
Cannon Harris Pasco White
Carter Jones, Ark. Perkins
Chilton Kyle Pettigrew
Cockrell Lindsay Roach
NAYS—26.
Aldrich Deboe Hanna Proctor
Allison Fairbanks Hansbrough Sewell
Burrows Foraker Hawley Shoup
Caffery Frye McEnery s‘;éaooner
Chandler Gallinger McMillan etmore
Clark Gear Nelson
Davis Hale Platt, Conn.
NOT VOTING—30.
Allen McBride Pettus Turner
Cla MeLaurin Platt, N. Y. Vest
Elkins Mason Pritchard Warren
Heitfeld Mills uay Wellington
Hoar Money Rawlins Wilson
Jones, Nev. Morgan Smith Wolcott
Kenney Morrill Teller
Penrose Thurston

S0 the amendment was agreed to.
TAX NOT ON CORPORATIONS AS BUCH, BUT ON OCCUPATION.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I ask leave to print also certain extracts
from a colloquy between the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Arprica] and Senator White, in a speech made by the latter
in which this very question was reached, as to whether the
tax proposed by Mr. White was a tax only upon corporations,
or whether it was upon all persons, firms, and corporations
engaged in this particular business, and it contains the dis-
claimer of Mr. White that he proposes to put a tax upon cor-
porations alone.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
tion.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From Appendix to CONGRESSIONAL REcoOrRD, page 504, volume 31,
part 8, Fittg—ﬂfth Congress, second session, on war-revenue bill, Thurs-
day, May 26, 1898.]

Mr, ALpricH. Mr. President, does the Senator from California mean
to be understood as saying that the Government of the United States
has ever taxed corporations as corporations at any time in its history?

Mr. WaiTE. I mean to say that in the revenue law enacted during
the war, Congress taxed corporations organized in the various States,
and I shall in 2 moment turn to the section to which I allude.

Let us compare our present measure. In this bill, as proposed by the
majority of the committee, it is designed to tax transportation com-
panies a certain percentage upon their Frosa receipts. In the war-
revenue measure the same provision was found.

Mr. ArpricH. I was not calling the Senator’s attention to the trans-
portation tax, but to that part of the amendments of the majority of
the committee which proposes to tax corporations as corporations, as
distinctive entities, without regard to whether they are engaged in one
kind of occupation, industry, or business, or another.

Mr. WHITE. 1 am discussing all the provisions of the bill regarding
the taxation of corporations. 1 say, and the Benator from Rhode
Island will not deny it, that during the war we taxed corporations a
largely in advance of that proposed in this bill upon their
gross receipts.

Mr. ALpRicH. We undoubtedly taxed certain industries, occupations,
and employments; and if corporations were engaged in those indus-

The Chair hears no objec-

tries, occupations, or employments, they paid their taxes as individuals
pald them. But this is the first attéempt in the history of the Gov-
ernment to tax corporations as corporations.

Mr. WHiTE. If I understand the Senator from Rhode Island, he does
not understand me. I am not arguing in favor of the provision pro-
pos[nf to tax corporations only. 1 am not doing that; but I am
claiming that under the provisions which I am considering we have the
riiht to tax corporatioms, persoms, and individuals as proposed with
reference to this transportation matter In the first provision of the
amendment. Therefore what I have said regarding the power to tax
those corporations will stand.

Mr. President, it is the habit of those who endeavor to escape the
force of an argument to cloud the question. I repeat that I am argu-
ing at this minute in favor of a tax upon corporations, persons, com-
panies, partnerships, etc., who are engaged in the occupatlons nomi-
nated in this bill; and neither the Senator from Rhode Island nor
anyone else can escape from the conclusion that he and those who are
with him are contesting this tax and are endeavoring to emancipate
the wealthy institutions, whose interests he and the others here have
so powerfully advocated, from giving toward this war and its main-
tenance one cent of money.

Mr. NEWLANDS, This amendment was carried against the
opposition of the Finance Committee and almost entirely by
Democratic votes. It is not my purpose to invoke partisanship
in this matter; but as within a few days the Democrats of the
Senate will be called upon to consider this entire question, it-
may be well to review the attitude of the party toward it, in
the House as well as in the Senate.

So far as the House of Representatives was concerned, I do
not find that any action was taken regarding this particular sec-
tion, beyond the approval of the conference report confirming it,

EFFORTS TO ENLARGE AND EXTEND THIS TAX IN 1900,

But when, in 1900, the bill for the repeal of certain pro-
visions of the war-revenue act and the partial reduction of
taxation under it came up, section 27, regarding the tax on oil
and sugar refiners, was discussed, and it was sought to enlarge
its operation by extending it to all persons, firms, corporations,
and companies engaged in manufacture of any kind whose
gross receipts exceeded $500,000 per annum.

I ask leave to print the proceedings of the House under date
of December 14, 1900:

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the proceedings of the Hiuggg _Ior Representatives, December 14,

THE WAR-REVENUE ACT.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment :

The Clerk read as follows:

“ Add after line 12, on page 3, the following:

“*That every person, firm, corporation, or cumpang enga in manu-
facture whose gross annual receipts exceed $500,000 shall be subject
to Pay annually at the end of each fiscal year a speclal excise tax
equivalent to one-tenth of 1 per cent on the gross amount of all re-
ceipts of such persons, firms, corporations, and companies in their
respective business in excess of sald sum of $500,000. True and aceu-
rate returns of the amount of such gross receipts shall be made and
rendered yearly by each of such assoclations, corporations, and com-
panies, as in the case of refiners of petrolenm and sugar. Such returns
shall include such data as to capital, surplus, operating cxpenses,
wages, taxes, national or State, ag the Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue shall preseribe. Such returns shall be eclassified and published by
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue in his annual repnrf"],' o

Mr. PAYNE. I move that all debate on this sectlon, and amendments
thereto, be concluded in ten minutes.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I object.

Mr. PaySE. I make that motion.

The question being taken, the motion of Mr. Pay~xe was agreed to,
there being—ayes 99, noes 83.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amendment is to
impose an additional tax upon corporations and other branches of In-
dustry which now bear no part of the burden of the war taxes—the
great trusts and combinations of the country. It declares that all
manufacturers whose gross receipts exceed £500,000 annually shall pay
a tax ef 1 per cent on such receipts, In this connection, let me state
that upon gross receipts of $1,000,000 such a corporation would pay a
tax of $1,000. The amendment provides also that these corporations
shall make returns, which shall Be published, containing such statistieal
infcrmation as will be a guide to Congress In future legislation,

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this additional tax will be Imposed. It
will not raise in the aggregate more than a miilion or two of dollars,
and it will relieve to some extent the stamp taxes which this bill in
subsequent parts proposes to continue.

There is a precedent for legislation of this kind in this very bill. In
the section now under consideration bank capital 1= made a subject of
taxation. There Is Imposed a tax of one-fourth of 1 per cent upon all
bankinz capital and surplus over $25,000. On bank caBItaI alone
§3,000,000 of taxation annually is raised, both under the Dingley bill
and under the proposed Payne bill.

There was also a tax of this kind Imposed by the Dingley war reve-
nue upon one class of combinations or trusts; that is, the refiners of
petroleum and sugar. Upon them a tax was imposed, not of one-tenth
of 1 per cent, as I propose in this case, but a tax of one-fourth of 1 per
cent upon gross receipts exceeding $250,000. That tax is continued Iin
the Payne bill, and under it over $1,000,000 is annually secured from
refiners of petroleum and sugar.

Mr. TAwNEY. Does this proposed amendment apply to corporations
only, or does it apqu to capital generally?

Mr. NEwraxps. It applies to all associations, firms, or individuals
whose transactions exceed $500,000 per annum, just as the clause relat-
ing to the refiners of petroleum and sugar applies to all persons, firms,
and corporations refining sugar or petroleum. Under the tax to which
1 have just referred upon petrolenm and sugar we have galned a reve-
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?ﬁm or $1 000,000 per annum, the provision for which is retained in
is
My purpose in this amendment is partly to obtain a revenue from
this tax and alse to provide the machinery for seeuring information
which will enable Congress in the future to act intelligently u
uestion. Publication of these returns by the Commissioner of nternal
evenue is provided for, corresponding with the publication whieh is
made of the statements of the banks by the Comptro!ler of the Currency
and of the statements of the railroads by the Interstate Commerce Com-
sslon. In those published reports data have been given in full detail
ich have been of assistance net only in framing legislation regarding
banklng and rallroading, but also to those interests themselves, tending
to develop the science of both.

This amendment is not offered in any hostile sp[r!t It will im
upon these great trusts and comblna ons a tax not ex ing
a million or two. At the same time it will enable us to obtain informa-
tion upon which we can act intelligently in the future in Iegislation
rela ttng both to the taxation and lation of these industrial combina-
tion There is hardly an economic writer who does not insist that
publlc!g is the first thing to be secured.

AYNE. Mr. Chairman, I do not think it necessary to discuss this
amendment at any great length. It is true that there were two ecases
o! s ecial taxatien provided for in the war-revenue bill. Those were

by an amendment offered in the Senate, and when they came
to the committee of conference they were noquiescad in. ¥ remember

a remark at that time to my associates on the conference com-
mittee that they knew, and I #new, thnt if this tax shoul‘d be imposed
the people who were expemd to ;gay it would simply
of sugar and petroleum enough relmburse themselves for the tu
which they paid and allow them besi a handsome m No doubt
sueh has been the case. I have no doubt th&t those tntemts that have
been required to pay this tax have collected from their customers more
than the amount which they have paid over to the United States in the
form of taxatiom. But that is one of those taxes that there is no use
trying to get out of the bill. It is in there, It has gh 000,000
a year. If it has been a burden to those interests, they ca.n. ot’ course,
stand it better than anybody else.

Now, the gentleman from Nevada comes here with a %rogasltion to
every manufacturing concern in the coun fth of 1
cent, but & tenth of 1 per cent. And his idea o a trust or combina on
seems to be that where a manufacturing concern produces more than
$500,000 worth of any gh‘en commodity during a year It is a trust or
combination. I do net know but that this is as good a definition of a
trust as that I heard given on the stump by a member of the gentle-
man’s party, whe declared his bellef that * a trust is a combination of
capital that we are not in.' Of eourse, as a rule, when gentlemen
undertake to define a “ trust” they seem to have a very vague a.nd in-

definite idea, just as they have when they undertake fo discuss i

But, Mr. Chairman, here is a tax brought in on a bill which “is in-
tended to reduce taxation. The gentleman from Nevada [Mr. NEW-
LANDS] says it will pmduee £1,000,000 or $2,000,000. Why, he has no
conception of the vast business of this country when he of o‘ne
million of two millions as the product of such a tax. He 0‘%‘
report recommending that we ought to reduce taxation by $7 G
under the bill we are now considering, and yet he comes in and
to add a tax, as he says, of 51000500 or $2,000,000. He myﬂ una or
two millions will be the amount of the revenue produeed by the amend-
ment, but I say five or ten, and we are both making mere guesses, be-

cause it be more than either of us cam l ine. And why, Mr.
1d we adopt such a pr tion ?- idea seems to me

to be pre terous, Do not gentlemen understand the object and spirit
of the bill we are considering? We are removing war-revenue taxation

as far as it is safe and possible to remove it at the present time. He
says that thesa geop!e do not pay taxes. Well, he is greatly mistaken
about that. come I.nto the Emte of New York, 1 will show
hlm thet thm people are paying just as large a proportion of taxes as

an

in.- ﬂnms I referred to revenue taxes,

Mr. PaynNe (continusing). By the franchise-tax Iaw, passed recently
in New York, these people are p mlfy more than their share of
taxes. That Iaw works against t

Mr. FIrzGErALD of Masaachusetts An?otlmt law is unconstftutional.

Mr. PaYNE (continuin It works against in this
fmgs of business. By th?n’ dmendment an additional ha% would be
m

fr. Chairman, T h the amendment, for it is scarcel neeeasary to
discuss it tu:rther and all others that tend to Inecrease ! tion under
the bill will be voted down.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the de-

bate be extended for five minutes longger for the purpose of enabling me
to answer the gentleman from New
Mr. PAYNE. 011 well, I must object to that, Mr. Chairma
which are a.bsolutely un-

Mr. NewrLANDs., You h.sve made statemen
founded, and I want to answer them.

Mr, Paxxe. Oh, well, they will go into the Recorp, and I will meet
that issue when they come.

The CEAIRMAN., Debate upon the amendment is ethbed and the
#:;ﬂaw on agreeing to the amendment suggested by the gentleman

The question was taken ; and there were—yeas 90, nays 119,

#o the amendment was tejecﬁed

Mr. NEWLANDS. It will be observed in reading over the de-
bate that I deelared that my purpose was partly to obtain a rev-
enue from this tax and also to provide the machinery for se-
curing information which would enable Congress to aect intelli-
gently in future with reference to taxation, the regulation of in-
dustrial combinations, and the imposition of tariff duties. The
Democrats supported the amendment, but it was lost by a small
majority.

Later on, several Members of the Republican side of the House
indicated to me that they would be inclined to vote for a meas-
ure of this kind if it would apply only to industrial corporations
instead of persons, firms, and corporations engaged in manufae-
ture, as my first amendment proposed, and if the rate of tax
was 20 low as not to raise an excessive revenue. I therefore,
with some misgivings, altered my amendment so as to make it

apply only to corporations, and reduced the proposed tax from

one-tenth of 1 .per cent of the gross amount of receipts above
$500,000 to one-twentieth of 1 per cent. I ask leave to insert
the debate upon this amendment, which occurred on December
15, 1900, covering pages 337, 338, and 339, and part of page 340
of the CoNcrEssioNAL Recorp of that date.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection
to the request of the Senator from Nevada.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the proceedings of the House of Representatives Dee. 135, 1900.]

Mr. NEwrLaNps. Mr. Chalrman, I offer the amendment which I send
to the Clerk’s desk.

The amendment of Mr., NEWLANDS was read, as follows:

Add the following sectlon:

 [NDUSTRIAL CORPORATIONS.

‘“ 8gc. —. That every corporation e‘n?ged in manufacture whose
gross annual recelpts exceed $500,000 shall be subject to f ammany,
within fifteen days after the end of each fiseal year, a apecﬁ excise
equivalent to one-twentieth of 1 per cent on the gross amount of a.lI
receipts of such corporations in respective businesses In execess of
sald $500, . Troe and aceurate retarns of the amount of such
receipts shall be made and rendered yearly, at the end of each fiscal
year, Such returns shall be verified by the president or ehief officer of
sueh corporations, and shall include statements as to the nature of the
business conducted. the nmber of factories owned, and the number
erated by such co si the capital, the uurp!us. operating ex nm.
wages, taxes (buth nutwna and such other intoma ion as
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue sha.il

“ Buch returns shall be classified and
of Internal Revenue in his annual repor Anf officer failing or refus-
ing to make returns as aforesa r who make a false or fraud-
ulent return, shall be llable to the penalt_y prescribed for similar offenses
reﬁrdi N‘ refiners of petrelenm or

nwmnbs Mr Chalrma.n : 4 wis h to say that I introduced sub-
mntl.nllr t to that portion of the war-
- r’f:tv. relating to the ta.x on banks, and involving a tax upon
ban o

Mr. PAYNE. Did the gentleman m ecisely thls amendment ?

Mr. NEwWLANDS. No; at that ti gide of the House voted, I may
say, almost unanimously for it, and that side of the House was opposed
to it. Several Members on the Reg:bllcan side of the House have since
indicated to me that t inclined to vote for a measure of
this kim to only the industrial corporations instead

in manufactu as
if the rate ntntge e s 4

tax was so low as not
The features which attracted their tungronl were, first, the Federal
taxation of a form of wealth now un by the National Government,
and also the machinery afforded for securing statements for publication
from these great industrial eombinations which would yleld the tnfmu
mation so essential to the just taxation, as well as the ‘]mut :ﬁ?
and control of abuses so semrally complained of, ln wh c[ty 15
regarded by all economiec writers as an essential fa I have re-
drawn this amendment, app‘lylg it only to Indu‘!trin.l eurporations. and
reducing the tax from one-tenth to one-twentieth of 1 per cent of the
Bross nnmngal receipts, and exempting from taxation gross receipts
up to
p'rhus & eorpnration having gross annual raceipts amounting to $1,000,-
000 would pay a tax of one-twentieth of per cent upon one-half of
that sum, being a tetal tax of 8250 annual and a cor tion having
Tl' moreoelpu amounting ann X to $2,050u 000 :oul pay mmi otg
corporation whose gross receip
wonld mcham mnarly would pay a total annual tax of
$9,750, certainly a very Inconsiderable amoun ti and still less consider-
abie when you realize the fact that almost all the products of these
industrial ecol tiona are protected by the tarlff, which levies duties
averaging ahou cent on similar products of manufacture.
In other wwds. a f%r:llfn tproﬁuct of a similar character would have
tn pay a duty of one- of its international price in erder to obtain
try into this ecountry. Thus the domestic producer is able to raise
ﬂ:e prlce of his uct above the international price by our atem of
protective tariff legislation. If, therefore, he is enabled to ad Per
cent to the international price of his article through the system of e
eral taxation, why shi he not small tax of one-twentieth of
I per oent upon the domestie ? As a matter of mere taxation
these great ind wrporationa ought to assume something of the
burdens of federal taxationm, t as the manufacturers of tobaecco and
spirits and other things ineluded In the internal-revenue tarifl do, and n
tax so moderate can not be complained of.
It should therefore be recollected that these great tndustr[a] corxra’
tlons manufacture rodncta which are also imported,
so Inside of the tariff wall which
tion. They are now endeavoring

Eed by the Commissioner

rotects them from foreign eo) ‘J)etl‘
y large aggregations of capit

the o in onme eorporation of numerous factories hitherto com-
petltlve, to dv zi:edom“ﬂc competition, a eom tion which it was
the intentio ts to promote, for the wvery theory of the
tariff Is that. thou,gh foreign competition is restrained, domestic com-
petition is promoted; that inslde of the tariff walls numerous cem-
petitive enterprises will start into the preduction of protected products,
and thus net only stimulate demestic production, but lower gradually
the domestie priees of sueh products.

Now, when we come to the consideration of the tariff acts, whether
they be tariffs made for the sake of protection or tariffs with in-
cidental pretection, all the statistical infermation whieh we receive
is obtalned at casual and desultory hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee. The interested parties flock there and present their
ex parte statements, and we have not at hand the statistical Informa-
tion which les us to act intelligently as to the caplital employed
in these various industrial occupations seeking and insisting upon ﬂ;]J

o8 Eﬂg and the profits made, and yet all these
the eons

eculations should enter eration of a tarlf act, whether
it be a pro mu ot a tariff with Incidental pmt.ect‘lon.
Th to legislate regard we have

an, come ?ﬁ
not the In mtion whieh enables us to act. At the last session of
ess an act was passed by the House which seems to sle
of death in the Senate, which the dominantngat at
tha.?tlme. just prior to the campaign, was a bona fide effort to um!m
those powers conferred upon Congress by the Constitution relating to
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interstate commerce and post-offices and post-roads in the suppression
and harassing of trusts. We suffered then from this lack of Informa-
tion. We had no statistics except such casual statistics and calcula-
tions as were presented to us in the current literature of the news-
papers. Bome peoPle regard those trusts as a part of the economic
evolution of the times, ‘tending to prevent oveﬁmductton, tending to
steady prices, tending to create an equilibrium between capital on the
one hand and labor on the other.

Others regard them as Freat combinations of c%plul, organized for
the suppression of competlition, for the creation of monopoly, for the
ralsing of prices of products, and the diminution of the price of labor
entering into production, and they insist that the tariff wall should be
let down as to the Pro&ucts of these trusts; that a wave of forei
products should be allowed to enter the country and to destroy the do-
* mestic trusts and necessarily to destroy contemporaneously with them

the small competitive enterprises that are endeavoring to hold their own
with the trusts. The ogponents of the trusts also contend that the con-
trol of Congress over the interstate commerce and the maills should be
exercised in the most oppressive and harassing way.

Now, I ask whether it Is not essential, with reference to all these
classes of legislation, taxation first, protection second, and regulation
of the trusts third, to obtain such ormation as will enable Congress
to act lntemgentlgv? And how can we act, and how is this information
to be obtained ? hy, it is to be obtained under the provisions ef this
amendment, which, as a part of the system of taxation, resorts to the
time-honored usage of compelling statements from .the parties taxed,
statements which are simply the counter{)arts of thelr own books, state-
ments which anyone can obtain by obtaining a few shares in such cor-
porations and by asserting his rights as a stockholder.

Is the privacy of these corporations to be

the wers of the Government are to be exere with reference to

taxation, Prutection. and regulation, particularly when those corpora-
‘ﬂtﬁls a;re or the most part the beneficiaries of federal protective legis-
ation

Mr. TAwNEY. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a question?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Nevada yleld to a question?

Mr. NEwLANDS. I do. -

Mr. TaAwNEY. Would not this be & tax upon export business of ever
gmnuf%cturlng establishment engaged in export business in the Unit

tates -

Mr., NEWLANDS. No more than every other tax here. No more than
wl;eint you levy an internal-revenue tax upon tobacco or cigars or beer or
spirits.

Mr. DarzerLn. But tobacco is a luxury.

Mr. TAWNEY. Would it not be wise, if your amendment is to be
considered and adopted, to put in a proviso exempting export of manu-
facturing corporations from the imposition of this tax?

Mr. NewrLANDS. If the gentleman will frame an amendment of that
kind, I will accept it. What I desire is that we should initiate this
form of taxation, with the statistical statements accompanying it, in
some mild way, and if it is deemed advisable it can be developed further
in future legislation. * -

Mr. Darzerr. Why plek out the Industrial corporations of this coun-
try to levy a tax upon them? :

Mr. NEWLANDS. Why did we pick out the banks, from which we get
over $3,000,000 annually under the Dinigley war-revenue act by a tax
of $2 on the thousand on bank capital over $25,0007 Why did we
pick out the refiners of sugar and petroleum, from whom under the
same act—the very act we are now amending—we get over $1,000,000
annually by a tax of one-quarter of 1 per cent on the gross amount of
recelgts exceeding $250,0007 Why did we pick out legacies, from
which we t over $2,800,000 under the same act? I assumed that
we did so because we realized that taxation on consumption had gone
far enough, and that in the stress of war it was just to call wealth to
the rescue; and an income tax—the fairest tax on earth—being denied
us by the Supreme Court, it was necessary to select certain forms of
wealth best able to bear the burden. This amendment seeks to enlarge
the area of this form of taxation and to reduce pro tanto the burden
laid on consumption, on the occupations and activities of life. To
enlarge 1s to equalize, the total amount of revenue required being fixed.

Mr. DALzELL. Why say $500,000 any more than $100,000?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Nevada yield 7

Mr. NEwrLAxDS. The gentleman has asked his question. I will simply
answer by asking, Why did we say $25,000 in the case of bank capital
or $250,000 in the case of refiners of sugar and petroleum? 1 do not
consider that the limit in this matter is a matter of importance. The
purpose of exemption of $500,000 from the tax is to avoid oppressing
the small industries which are engaged in competition with these glant
industrial combinations, ‘I wish to tax fairly the wealth of the country,
not to handicap struggling industries, and we know that there are ten
billions of wealth in these industrial combinations which now prac-
tically go untaxed by the National Government. Nor do I wish to im-

The time of the gentleman has expired.

1 would like an extension of five minutes,
Unanimous consent is asked that the time of the

gentleman may be extended five minutes.

Is there objection? [After
a pause.] The Chair hears none.
r. PEARCE of Missouri. Will the gentleman yleld to me for a ques-
tion ?

Mr. NEwrANDs. Certainly.

Mr. Pearce of Missourl. I understood the gentleman stated on yester-
day that the maln purpose of his amendment was not so much to levy
a tax upon cor?oratiom; as to institute an inguisition into their affairs.
Is that correct .

Mr. NEwLANDS. The main purpose of this amendment is to cover both
the question of taxation and regulation—internal-revenue taxation now,
and statistical information which will enable us hereafter to legislate
wisely on the question of internal revenue, tariff, and regulation of
trusts.

Mr. Payxe. Has the gentleman concluded that we need more revenue
gince he signed the report of the minority?

Mr. NewraxDs. No. I wish to say that there are two objections to
the bill which the gentleman has reported here. One objection is that
it raises too much revenue and the other that it does not properly dis-
tribute the burden of that revenue. If this tax does raise the revenue
£2,000,000, it will be easy enough for the gentleman to lower the stamp
taxes, which are retained in this bill, and the taxes on occupations and
activities, from which eight or ten million dollars are received, or
on the articles of consumption taxed in t bill, so that the total
will not exceed the $65,000,000 which he wishes to raise as war
revenue.

posg————
The CHAIRMAN.
Mr. NEWLANDS.
The CHAIRMAN.

arded as sacred when.

Now, let me show {ou how the burden of the revenue is distributed
under the pending bill. Here is the statement :

Distribution of revenue under Payne bill.
Taxes on consumption :

eer = ——— $23, 598, 509. 40

Tobacco, snuff, and cigarettes___ 18, (00, 000, 00

Wines 600, 000, 00

$42, 108, 509. 00
14, 775, 000. 00

1, 000, 000. 00

Stamp taxes
Sp:.-icial taxes on occupations, amusements, and activi-

es s S
Taxes on wealth as follows :
Legacies

$£2, 884, 401, 55

1,079, 405, 14
3,129, 404. 00

Excise taxes on refiners of petro-
leum and sogar_____________

7, 003, 300. 69

Total Ly 65, 066, 809. 69

Now, let me show you how the taxes are distributed : Sixty-five mil-
lions are to be ralseci under the gentleman's bill for war taxation, of
which the sum of forty-two millions is imposed absolutely on con-
sumption—upon beer, tobacco, and cigars—and over fifteen milllons in
the sha of stamp and other taxes u;)on the activities of life, the
occupations, and only about seven millions upon wealth. Three mil-
lions and over on banks, one million on refiners of petrolenm and Fugar,
and $2,800,000 on legacles; only seven millions imposed on wealth out
of a total of sixty-five millions of war revenue, and that, too, when the
whole of your ordinary revenue—the customs revenue of nearly three
hundred milllons, the normal internal revenue of two hundred miillons—
is placed substantially on the consumption of the country, a mere per
capita tax, not proportioned to the wealth of the individuals or thelr
capacity to bear the burdens of government. Is it unreasonable that
we should make some movement in the way of equalizing these condi-
tions l‘))ybolgtlponlng a further tax on wealth which wilf raise about

§2,000,

You gentlemen of the majority, with a presidential election ap-
proachlng. ut a bill through the last session of this House for the ex-
ercise o nterstate-commerce powers of the Constitution and the
powers relating to post-offices and post-roads in the suppression of
trusts. You forbade the railroads to carry the products of those
trusts. You made it a criminal offense to do so. You were not sensi-
tive then regarding these great organizations. You put the bill
through under whip and spur. It is frue it sleeps in the Senate, but
that, you say, is not your fault. But there is another federal power
that can be invoked, and that is the power of taxation—a power
more effective than the power over interstate commerce or the malils.

It is the }Jower to regulate; It Is the power to destroy. You used
that power in order to regulate and restrain the production of oleo-
margarine. You used that power in order to regulate the use of
mixed flour. You used that power in order to destroy the currenc
of the state banks. These are illustrations of the extent to whic
you have ne, using the wer of taxation in some cases for regula-
tion, and In others employing it for destruction. Would it not be wise
to apply this power in moderate degree to these great combinations of
capital I am not rabid mion this question of the control of trusts,
I believe that much of the legislation that has lLeen enacted by state
legislatures upon that subject is not only unsclentific, but prejudiced

and opgresa[ve.

All that T insist upon is that we should secure the information upon
which we can act, and it should be secured under the sanction of oath
and should be conclusive in some ecientific way. 1 insist that it is
just and right in a revenue bill to impose upon this form of wealth
some degree of taxation, and the tax I seek to impose is a reasonahle
one. And in connection with that we should secure statements from
these Industrial corporations which would be a gulde to the Internal-
Revenue Department, and which would be a %ulde to Congress in
future action, just as we now compel the banks of the country to make
detailed statements of their affairs to the Comptroller of the Currency ;
just as we compel the railroads of the country to make statements of
their affairs to the Interstate Commerce Commission, all of which
statements, both with reference to banking and railroading, have been
so classified as to give us statistical information of the highest impor-
tance—statistical information which has been a matter of the greatest
importance in legislation and of the greatest beneficence to the banks
and to the railroads themselves. "

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nevada has explred.

Mr. GrosvENOR. Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union will make no great, radical, demagog-
ical Inroads into capital and the industrial corporations of this country
without some consideration by a constituted committee of the IHHousa
that can duly consider and duly report upon the innovation. Here is
a proposition coming from a single gentleman who does not say any-
thing about one kind of corporation. He does not say anything about
taxing the ﬂ'oss receipts of the monopolistic traction companies, but it
is to be, in his view, altogether levied on the industrial eorporations.

Mr. NEwWLANDS. 1 will state that if the gentleman will frame a cor-
poration tax that will reach every corporation and an income tax that
will reach all except the smaller incomes, I will be glad to vote for them,

Mr. GrosvENOR. Now, will the gentleman tell the House—he has had
an opportunity in the minority report—what sort of an income tax he
wants—a constitutional one, levied under the terms of the Constitu-
tlon? If so, I am with him. But an unconstitutional one, which Is
to be held up as a bugbear before the people—Iif that Is what he meant
in his minority report—I am opposed to fooling with that thing any
longer. If he means a general tax on all sorts of corporate wealth,
let us have a systematle procedure about it. The gentleman Is un-
able to tell you how much this amendment would raise or would not
raise. Let him come with a bill properly framed, and let it come to
the committee of which the gentleman {s an honored and distinguished
member, and let us have a report that will show to the House what
we are doing, and not groceed under this ery for an assualt upon cor-
porations—not under this reproduction, apparently, or a speech of the
gentleman out in his enormous State; but let us have a report from
the committee that has got a system in it which we can understand,
and hear what they say about it, and that will be time enough. This
is a bill to reduce revenue, and not a bill to sally out Into new sys-
tems of taxation. It is a bill to follow the lines that will simply
reduce taxation provided for in that law. I hope that the committee
will be sustained in their opposition to the proposed amendment. z

Mr. Svrzer. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this amendment to

tax industrial combinations, and it seems to me it can not be sue-
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cessfully denled that there Is much force and logie in all that the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. NewrAxps] has said in its favor. 1 agree
with him that if we must raise more revenue it should be collected
from wealth and not from toil. It is a matter of regret to me, and
I belleve it will be to the people generally, that the ma{orlty members
of the Ways and Means Committee did not frame a bill to repeal the
Spanish-American war-revenue taxes.

The war act of 1898, which imposed that taxation, was an emergency
measure. It was passed hurriedly and without much econsideration
to raise immediate money for the purpose of successfully prosecuting
the Bpanish-American war. It was a war measure, and it was so de-
seribed at that time by the leaders of the Republican party in this
House, who gave assurances to the country that just so soon as the
war was over these war taxes would be repealed.

The war has been over for more than two years and the Republican
part¥ is just now partially reducing the war taxes. I am opposed to a
continuance of these war taxes in time of peace. They are obnoxious
and vexatious, and should be repealed. In my judgment they conld be
repealed without causing a deficit. But if gentlemen on the other side
believe otherwise and claim more revenue is necessary, not for an
economical administration of public affairs, but for the purpose of carry-
ing out Republican Enl[tical schemes—some of which you now have
under advisement—then, I say, that instead of raisi the revenue
from the poor, from the producers and the consumers of the country,
you should raise this additional revenue by a tax on the trusts and the
accumulated and idle wealth of the land. That would be fairer, more
equitable, and more consistent. =

I am opposed to robbing the many for the benefit of the few. 1
am opp to unjust and unnecessary taxation. The war-tax law is
the worst kind of special legislation, and the bill now under consider-
ation s a species of this sgecla] legislation carried to its logical se-
quence. It can not be justified now ; it could only be tolerated in time
of war; and I am of the opinion that -the peogle of the country will
be sadly disappointed by the action of the Republicans. They expected
you to keep your promise and relb)o:l these burdensome taxes.

Mr, Chairman, all legislation bestowing special benefits on the few
is unjust and against the masses and for the classes.
until less than 8 per cent of the people own more than two-thirds of
all the wealth of our country. It has been truly said that monarchies
are destroyed by poverty and republics by wealth. If the greatest
Republic the world has ever seen is destroyed, it will fall by this vicious
system of robbing the many for the benefit of the few.

The total population of the United Btates is about 75,000,000. The
total aggregate wealth of the United States, according to the bhest sta-
tistics that can be procured, is estimated at about $75,000,000,000; and
it appears, and no doubt much to the surprise of many, that out of a
total population of 75,000,000 less than 25,000 persons in the United
States own more than one-half of the entire afgre&ate wealth of the
land. And this has all been brought about during the last twenty-five
years by combinations and conspiracies called * trusts,” fostered by
special legislation and nurtured by political favoritism,

The centralization of wealth in the hands of the few by the robbery
of the many during the gast quarter of a century has been simply enor-
mous, and the facts and figures are appalling. Three-quarters of the
entire wealth of our land appears to be concentrated in the hands of a
very small minority of the people, and the number of persons constitut-
ing that minority grows smaller and smaller every year. I am in favor
of repealing the war taxes and making the accumulated wealth of the
land pay its just share of the burdens of government. This can readily
and easily be done by a graduated corporation tax that will reach the
dividends and watered stocks of the great industrial combinations and
monopolies, and by a graduated inheritance tax that will reach the idle
and accumulated wealth of the land. -

I am in favor of making the idle wealth, the monopolies, and all

these great trusts, glant corporations, and selfish syndicates do what
the Republican party by law compels the tollers, the producers, and the
consumers to do, and that is to pay the taxes—pay their just share of
the expenses of the Government.
. B{ a graduated corporation tax and a graduated inheritance tax we
would-lift the tax burdens from the farmers. the workingmen, and the
consumers and place them where they justly belong, besides establishing
publicity and to some extent preventing the watering of stocks and the
centralization of wealth.

In my judgment, this system of a graduated inheritance tax and
graduated ecorporation tax is the fairest, the most honest, and the
most equitable system of taxation that can be devised; and [ believe
if it were put into operation that it would y more than one-half of
the annual expenses of the Government. Believing as I do, I am glad
to support this amendment, and I sincerely hope it will be adopted.

To-day more than three-guarters of the idle wealth of this country
escapes taxation and practically bears no part of the burdens of gov-
ernment, That is not right. I am glad to that I belleve the
amendment offered bf the gentleman from Neva will cure, to some
extent, at least, this inequality and injustice in our system of taxation.
I trust that gentlemen on the other gide of the House will vote In favor
of the amendment. You can not say it is not fair and just.

If the gentleman from New York [Mr. PaY~NE] answers that it will
increase the revenue, then we reply that he and his associates on that
side of the House can readily reduce the revenue bg repealing some of
the taxes on the necessaries of life, and we will help them to do it.
[A ;ﬁunse on the Democratic side.]

lpir:re the hammer fell.]

Mr. PAYNE. I move that all debate on this section and amendments
thereto be limited to five minutes. -

‘I'he motion was agreed to. -

My, PayNe. I trust that the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. NeEw-
Laxps] will be allowed to occupy these five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nevada.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Ohio appeals to his
party to vote against my amendment, and to leave this matter to the con-
sideration of the Ways and Means Committee for future actlon, He states
that the pending amendment has been submitted without consideration
and deliberation. I deny that, so far as I am concerned and so far as
the minority members of the Wa{ls and Means Committee are concerned.

It is true it has not received the consideration and deliberation of the
majority members of that committee, because that committee has pnr-
sued the pernicious system which has long prevailed in Congress, and
for which both parties are responsible-—the consideration of tax bills as
partisan measures, practically excluding the minority members from
consideration of the various items of the proposed bill. This is a prac-
tice that has long existed. It is a pernicious practice, because the
framing of a revenue bill affects the very source of all vernmental
powers. Upon it all the instrumentalities of government ﬁoepend.

XLIV—230

It has gone on

Therefore we have not had the opportunity—I make no charge against
the dominant party which might not be made equally against the mi-
nority party when it was in power—we have had no opportunity for
deliberation with our Republican colleagues of the committee upon ihis
subject. The only opportunity we have of presenting our views Is on
the floor of the House here, in a constitutional way, by an amendment
inteaded to reach the question under consideration.

What question s under consideration¥ The question of revenue—a
uestion which involves the consideration of every subject that may
ustly be taxed. It involves the consideration of the equality of bur-
dens—of the prnE)er apportioning of burdens. It involves a considera-
tion of the question whether a portion at least of this extraordinurz
tax levied for the purpose of carrying on a war justified by wealt
should not be Imposed upon wealth, particularly when under existing
conditions the accumulated wealth of the country has for years practi-
cally escaped taxation.

I present no indictment against wealth as such. There are two classes
of wealth in this country. One class—the majority, as I believe—con-
sists of law-abiding persons who are willing to bear their fair propor-
tion of the obligations of government; who are willing to sustain their
fair proportion of governmental burdens ; not eager to obtaln exemption ;
not eager to obtain special privileges; not eager to utilize the functions
of government for their own advancement.

Then there is another class of wealth—the lawless and the predatory
wealth of the country—which seeks special exemptions, which seeks
special privileges, which seeks to evade and escape the burdens of tax-
ation, which seeks to pervert to its own advancement the functions of
government. It is that form of wealth which brings conservative
wealth under discredit and creates the discontent that finds its vent
in communism and socialism.

I do not believe that the great mass of the industrial corporations
of the country belong to that class. I believe that they will cheerfully
bear a gortton of the national burdens, and that a cheerful acquiescence
:g th?-o bﬂn;;:d for publicity will tend to scientific adjustment of pend-

%Igere the hammer fell.]

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amendment of the
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. NEwWLANDS].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. NEw-
LANDS) there were—ayes 71, noes 99.

Mr. NEwWLANDS. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

The Chair a{npomted Mr, NEWLANDS and Mr. PAYNE as tellers.
noeTsh?wgummit ee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 75,
Bo the amendment was rejected.

Mr. NEWLANDS. It will be observed that this amendment,
also, was lost by a comparatively small majority.

RENEWED EFFORTS TC EXTEND TAX IN 1902, WHEN WAR-BEEVENUE ACT
WAS REFPEALED,

Later on, in 1902, the question came up as to the repeal of
the war-revenue bill. The Democrats of the Ways and Means
Committee, while in favor of the repeal of most of the taxes,
were strongly impressed with the view that certain taxes on ac-
cumulated wealth shounld be allowed to remain, and particu-
larly the tax imposed upon sugar and petroleum refiners. And
so, in connection with the report of the majority, recommend-
ing substantially the repeal of the entire act, the minority mem-
bers presented in their report their views upon this subject.
We contended that the sugar and petrolenm tax yielded about
a million dollars annually, and there was no reason why the
great combinations monopolizing these industries should not
pay some part of the national expenses as well as the masses
of the people who use and consume the various things which
are the subject of customs and internal tax. We urged par-
ticularly that this tax should be enlarged so as to cover all in-
dustrial corporations, in view of the fact that the Supreme
Court had denied Congress the right to tax incomes, and we
presented our views regarding publicity of the transactions of
corporations as corrective of existing abuses and as enabling
Congress to secure the relief necessary for action regarding
tariff legislation and trust regulation. I ask leave to print in
the Recorp the views of the minority members of the Ways and
Megns Committee of the House upon this subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KeAN in the chair). The
Chair hears no objection to the request of the Senator from
Nevada.

The maiter referred to is as follows:

[From the report of the Wa‘vls and Means Committee of the House of
Representatives on the repeal of the war-revenue act.]

VIEWS OF THE MINORITY, .

The minority members of the Ways and Means Committee submit
their views on the bill (H. R. 10530) to repeal war-revenue taxation,
and for other purposes, as follows:

- - * - L] - -

While approving In general the policy of repealing the war taxes, we
insisted, and sha lns?st. that certain taxes upon seccumulated wealth
provided for in that act should be allowed to remain. We refer. as
already indicated, to such taxes as are imposed on sugar and petroleum
refiners. The tax of one-fourth of 1 per cent on the annual 88 re-
celpts of sugar and getroleum refiners in excess of $£250,000 fgﬂ:!s the
sum of about $1,000,000 annually. This tax has been paicf without
demur or protest, and there is no reason why the great combinations
engaged in these refineries, and which monopolize the business in these
cases, and from which colossal individual fortunes have been built up,
should not pay some part of the national expenses as well as the masses
of the people who use and consume the various things which are the
subjeet of customs and internal-revenue taxation.

As the Supreme Court has denied to Congress the right to tax in-
comes for the support of the Government, it is well to place accumu-
lated wealth under some form of contribution, and we know of none
more just or equitable than a tax such as that imposed by the war-
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revenue act on oil and sugar refiners.

It 18 true that they are taxed
whlle other forms of cnr?orata and industrial wealth go free, but this
remedied by reducing the rate of the tax and by extending it to
aII Iadustrml cor{gi:ﬁons whose gross receipts exceed a fixed sum. In
conn tax annual statements should be reguired which
wﬂi giva the data as to the capitalization, indebtedness, gross receipts,
ting expenses, taxes (national and state), divi deng number of
ants output, foreign and domestic sales of such .co rutlons. ete.,
us glvmg the Government the statistical informa.tlm necessary in
lation affi g the customs dutles, internal-revenue taxation, and
lation of trusts.
uch statements could be classified and poblished by the Commissioner
nrt Internal Revenue, as are the railroad statements by the Interstate
Commerce Commission and the bank statements by e Comp:rol er g]fT

the Curren Publicity will thus be secured as to th
these ndnstrial combinations, which put rorth the elann that they
shoul Fu:otected by a tariff im prohibitory tax on foreign

to those of their own manmctnre. w they monopo-
ize uur local markets and impose charges in the home market
than those made on the same goods in fo markets. 8 every
consideration of justice requires that ind es securing by legislation
so great protection from the Government, and Improperly, too, as we
think, should at least contrlbute something in the way of internal rev-
enue to the Government, and that the tramsaction which receives so
high a legislntlfe P on should be made 'g blie, in order that the
better judge as to t.he justice of their claim for protection.
It can not be contended that the demand for such statements is an
nnreamnatﬂe intrusion into the pr!vv.te affairs of such corporations. If
rotective legislation, the public is entitled to the facts in
dons, so as to determine whether or not such protection
s!m]l be aceorded to them. The comprise a very large proportion of
the wealth of the coumtry, ess has the right to demand suf-
ficlent information and knowledge their affairs as to be able to form
a correct judgment as to whether or not they are justly taxed. These
corporations are exercising and enjoying monopolies in mearly all kinds
of business, and the public have a right to the information which will
enable Congress to determine whether or not their operations are Ereju-
dicial to the public egood and whether or not regulative or prohibitory
legislation is uir
en it was first proposed to compel banks to make such statements
there was an outcry by bankers, who cls.lmed that the le slation was
an intrusion upon private business. 8o also with the Iroads ; and
yet both banking and railroading have bee.n developed in their scien-
tific operation by the of classified statements which have been
required by law. By compelling the 1ndnstria.l corporations to come
under the same regulations we would obtain a mass of statistical infor-
mation which wou enab!e us to deal jnet!y and fa.lrly upon the subjects
involved. blici would as to snch evils
as “were not cumd ubllcity the lgﬂ r leglslation could be agplied
Our legislation econ rqu exact information a.nd nowl-
edge, and not by m:ginatlon and ignorance, and would not be
upon guesswork, as Is too often the case,
L ] L ] -

greater

LJ = -
James D. RICHARDSON.
8. M. ROBERTSON.
CLAUDE A. BWANSON.
GEO. B. .
Fraxcis G. NEWLANDS.
‘8. B. CooPEE.
WHY NOT UTILIZE THE PRINCIPLE ALEEADY APPROVED BY THE SUFREME
COURT IN THIS ACT?

Mr. NEWLANDS. The excise tax on refiners of sugar and
oil, measured by their gross receipts above a certain amount,
has since been approved by the Supreme Court in the Spreckels

case. It can easily be enlarged so as to include all manufae-
tures of goods protected by the tariff, and it can be made as
little vexatious as possible by relieving the small manufacturers
from its operations. Would it not be well to consider this form
of wealth in reaching out for new sources of national reve-
nue? The statistics furnished by the Finance Committee show
that the total foreign dutiable goods imported into this country
last year were valued, outside the tariff wall, at $779,000,000,
and that a total average duty was imposed on them of about
45 per cent, or $329,000,000 in all, making their total value,
inside our tariff wall after payment of duty, over $1,100,000,000.
Such statistics also show that the total value of our domestic
production of goods similar to the dutiable goods, including
custom work and repairing, was about $13,000,000,000, or a
little over ten times the value of the foreign imports, duty
paid.

Now, in order to enable our producers to secure the value
of $13,000,000,000 for our domestic products, it has been deemed
advisable, according to the views of the Finance Committee, to
maintain a duty on similar foreign products of about 45 per
cent, so that the foreign products, equal in guantity and gquality
to the domestic products thus valued, while worth outside of
our tariff wall only about $9800,000,000, could not compete, and
thus our domestic producers are enabled to get about $4,000,-
000,000 more than if free competition of the foreign products
obtained. We have thus issued to the domestic manufacturers
under the Dingley law a charter to impose on the American
consumers a charge of $4,000,000,000 annually more than could
be maintained if free foreign competition obtained.

Will it be contended that such beneficiaries of our taxing
system, to whom a charter to tax American consumption te
the extent of about $4,000,000,000 annually is given by law,
should gromble when an internal-revenue tax, aggregating only
fifty or one hundred million dollars annually upon their gross
receipts, is imposed? Justice demands that the various forms
of manufactured wealth, in whese favor the taxing power of
the Nation is so freely exercised, should make some substantial
contribution to the national expenses, and I can conceive of no
tax more just than the extension of the tax on refiners of oil
and sugar, which was upheld by the Supreme Court in the
Spreckels case, to all manufacturers of products protected by
the tariff law. In providing for such tax, ample provision -
could be made for obtaining and publishing the statistical in-
formation, which could be made useful in legislation regarding
both the tariff and the trusts.

I append to my remarks a recapitulation of the statistics fur-
nished by the Finance Committee as to the different schedules
of the tariff bill now under discussion.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Recapitulation.
[The ad valorems are based on the dutiable values.]
Eqguivalent ad Oensus of manufactures
Revenue under— valorems, | 1005¢ (calendar year, 1904).
Value of mer-
Schedules, chandise i duti- Valueof prod-
able and free). | Present law | Proposed bill | Pres- | Pro- | o0 mmg iy
(act of 1897). | (H. B. 1438). | ent. |posed. Ly
pairing.
Dollars, Dollars. Dollars. Per ct. |Peret. Dollars. Dollars.
‘A. Chemieals, olls, and paints 42,067,649.85 | 11,187,405.60 | 11,754,112.86 | 27.62 | 28.90 44,258,256 572,848,476
B. Earths, earthenware, and glassware. £1,806,008.07 | 15,850,019.67 | 15,247,487.70 | 49.08 | 45.70 154,652,719 420, 944,040
0. Metals, and manufactures of._ 68,016,829.55 | 21,812,195.72 | 21,523,660.22 | 282.44 | 81.65 652,109,633 | 8,130,258,105
D. Wood, and manufactures of.. 24,498,810.00 | 8,705,024.34 | 2,723,088.08 | 15.12 | 11.21 | 878,461,021 | 1,388,480,078
E. Sugar, molasses, and manufactures of 92,784,081.60 | 60,838,523.81 | 60,635,040.54 | 65.08 | 65.30 23,536,189 413,838,428
¥. Tobacco, a.nd manufactures of. £9,950,081.70 | 26,125,087.41 | 96,113,185.20 | £7.20 | 87.18 62,640,303 881,117,681
G. Agricultural and provisions. 63,925,575.80 | 19,181,015.96 | 20,504,283.57 | 80.18 | 82.28 100,830,004 | 2,104,833,5804
H. Spirits, wh:ms and other beverages e 25,083,420.08 | 16,%18,120.14 | 20,518,168.77 | 7T0.60 | 88.80 43,024 676 474,487,379
I. Ootton MANULACEUTes. c o e e e e acs s s s m e £1,860,814.07 | 14,291,026.65 | 15,023,742.16 | 44.84 | 47.14 217,956,822 | 1,014,004,237
J. Flax, hemp, and jute, and manufaetures of 114,172,202.94 | 49,000,580.31 | 50.858,168.25 | 43.67 | 44.07 27,223,674 185,004,002
X. Wool, and manufactures of_.. i nd €2,818,797.81 | 96,554,815.89 | 36,554,815.80 | 58,19 | B68.19 135,069, 063 767,210,000
L. Silks and silk g00dS. ..o —_-__. 38,816,839.20 | 20,818,706.80 | 23,581,006.60 | 52.38 | 60.76 96,767,943 183,988,072
M. Pulp papers and books......... e 3 20,005,025.62 4,136,020.42 4,042,006.14 | 20.67 | 21.88 123,908,038 B48, 957,239
N. Sundries 185,871,484.06 | 20,896,613.40 | 81,807,608.27 | 22.50 | 23.06 340,600,182 | 1,954,298,027
Total from customs - 779,140,621.87 | 3290,110,914.39 | 338.073,808.84 2,331,038,518 | 18,584,180,743
Net increase. ERCA P W S ST, e ReeRy Irees
Total luxuries, articles of voluntary use, dutiable 280, 411,904.28 | 140,837,986.47 | 160,454,108.74 | 62.48 | 55.47
Total neeessaries, dutiable ..o e 480,728,717.60 | 179,278,627.92 | 178,510,180.60 | 86.77 | 86.60 | oo eeenaa
Total entries for consumption, dutlable and fre: [ 1,415 _.| 838,045,001.07 23.95 |
Total necessaries, dutiable and free. o 178,519,190.60 s N e e T K T

o Industries grouped to conform ns nearly as possible with the articles enumerated in the respective schedules of the tariff law. Industries with products
named in two or more schedules are eredited to the d
products of all industries in the group, and

which # the major product. The value of products for each group is the
henee includes a large amount of duplication due to the product of one industry serving as material for another.

sum of all
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Mr., GORE. Mr. President, it is indeed true that when the
Wilson tariff bill passed the House iron ore was placed on
the free list. It is equally true that when that measure came
to the Senate iron ore was removed from the free list and was
placed on the dutiable list. I constitute myself the chancellor
of no man’s conscience and the critic of no man’s conduct. I
never have done so in this body, and I never shall do so. Sena-
tors older and wiser than myself have voted differently from
me on every question which has been submitted to the Senate.
But Andrew Carnegie has undertaken to give the history of
the iron and steel schedule as revised in the Senate when the
Wilson bill was converted into the Gorman law. Mr. Carnegie
says that he prepared the steel and iron schedule which was
enacted into the so-called “ Gorman-Wilson tariff act,” and he
says that Mr, Gorman met him with a smile when the contest
was over and assured him that he had enacted every figure
submitted by Mr. Carnegie into that measure with the one
single exception of cotton ties alone—cotton ties alone.

I have very little confidence in the Greeks bearing gifts, and
I have very little faith when the Greeks write history. It may
be that Mr. Carnegie arrogates to himself far too much credit
for the revision of the steel and iron schedale in the Senate.
It may be, indeed, that he derogates far. too much from the
credit of those distinguished statesmen, and they were admit-
tedly wise and patriotic statesmen, who were charged with the
duty and responsibility of revising those schedules in this
body.

1 merely ask to have Mr. Carnegie’s version of that revision
read to the Senate and incorporated in the Recorp for what-
ever it may be worth; and every Senator may accept or reject
it in response to his own judgment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator desire to
have it read? -

Mr. GORE. Yes, sir;-I desire to have it read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the read-
ing of the paper?

Mr. GORE. It is brief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection.

The Secretary read as follows:

To two Democrats belong the chief credit of defeating the revolu-
tionary features of the Wilson bill—Secnator Gorman, Democratic leader
of the Senate, and Governor Flower, of New York, an influential leader
in the House. With these iwo dgentlumc;n my relations had long been
intimate. Few men have enjoyed for as many years as Senator Gorman
did the confidence of his psrt{ as its leader, and of the Senate as a
whole. Wise, moderate, honest, he led his party with consummate ad-
dress. When we met in Washington upon this serious business I found
him quite satisfied that the proposed bill would injure some of our in-
dustries. After several conferences, he finally said to me, “ I can afford
to oppose this bill and beat the President, but I can not afford to oppose
aud be beaten by him. Now, if the Republican party will stand firm
for n measure that carries great reductions of dutles—remember great
reductions we must have, especlnll{ upon iron and steel—I can carry a
reasonable bill. Our people have little confidence in the representatives
of manufacturing interests. All of these clamor against any measure that
touches their pockets; but if you will make out a schedule of reductions
in duties which you assure us can be made without injury to American
industries—for 1 don't want to injure one of these any more than you
do—I can earry enough of our peodple with me who are good Americans
and feel as I do.,” e kindly added that in testifying before commit-
tees I had gained their confidence, and as I had always been reasonable
and had agreed to reductions in the past, his people would accept my
list. * But, remember,” he said, * there must be heavy reductions."

Then I met Governor Flower, and he was emphatic. “ I am as sound
a protectionist as you are,” he sald, “ and would not vote for a reduc-
tion of duty that would injure one American industry; and I believe
this Wilson bill would do so."

These men represented a sufficient number of Democratic Members
who, combined with Republicans, insured the adoption of a less revolu-
tionary measure. I made and submitted a list reducing the duties
about one-third upon articles of iron and steel. This was accepted as
thorough, but judiclous, and became a law. Meeting Senator rman
afterwards, he laughingly explained: “ I carried every one of your figures
but one. I had to submit to free cotton ties to secure two Benators
whom I did not wish to lose.”

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I do not appear here to certify
to the good character of Mr. Carnegie. . I do not appear in the
Senate as a character witness to bear testimony in behalf of his
reputation for truth and veracity. This statement may be en-
tirely unfounded upon the facts, but I would merely mention
this one cirecumstance, which has at least a tendency to cor-
roborate and to verify his statement.

When the Republicans came to revise the tariff in 1897, when
they came to revise the steel and iron schedule, when Mr. Ding-
ley and the Republicans reached the rate upon iron ore, they
accepted and reenacted the Gorman-Carnegie rate of 40 cents a
ion. When Mr. Dingley and the Republicans reached the rate on
pig iron they accepted and reenacted the Gorman-Carnegie duty
of $4 a ton. When Mr. Dingley and the Republicans reached the
rate on steel rails they accepted and reenacted the Gorman-
Carnegie rate of $7.84 a ton; and when Mr. Dingley and the Re-
publicans reached the Gorman-Carnegie rate on structural steel
they revised downward; they reduced the rate upon that char-
acter of steel products.

I mention this merely as a circumstance to corroborate and
verify the version and the testimony of Mr. Carnegie.

In this connection I desire to have printed in the REcorp two
price lists of lumber, which I was unable to lay my hands upon
g:stetrdny when that schedule was under consideration by the

nate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection
to the request of the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it is a controverted question as
to whether there is a lumber trust in this country or not. The
fact is affirmed and believed by some; it is denied and disbe-
lieved by others. I shall not embark upon a discussion of that
controverted question now. Sir, if there is not a combination
west of the Mississippi, at least a gentleman's understanding
of some sort, then I hold in my hand proof of the most singular
and signal instance of mental telepathy ever yet recorded in
the history of psychic phenomena. I hold in my hand a price
list of lumber issued by the W. T. Ferguson Lumber Company,
of 8Bt. Louis, Mo. I also hold in my hand a price list of lumber
issued by the William Buchanan Lumber Company, of Texar-
kana, Tex. These two lumber yards are situated more than
500 miles apart, but, strange to say, these two price lists were
issued on identically the same day, the 22d of March, 1909.

An examination shows that their terms of sale, freight, de-
livery, and so forth, are printed in identical words. There is
not the variation of a syllable; there is not the variation of a
single letter. But, sir, more singular than that is the fact that
the prices quoted by these two gentlemen on the same day, sit-
uated 500 miles apart, are also identically the same.

I find that Mr. Ferguson, of St Louis, quoted flooring at
$36.25, and Mr. Buchanan, of Texarkana, quoted flooring the
same day at $36.25. Mark this accidental agreement. On the
selfsame day, Mr. Ferguson, of St. Louis, quoted ceiling at
$17.50, and Mr. Buchanan, of Texarkana, was selling it at
$17.50. Mark the deadly parallel of these prices, a stiriking
coincidence, but a pure coincidence—merely that, and nothing
more. On this same day Mr. Buchanan, of Texarkana, sold
siding at $17.75, and Mr. Ferguson quoted siding at $17.75.

But, sir, not only on the same grades or class of lumber did
they agree, but even on wagon bottoms. The great distance, the
difference in freight, and rent make absolutely no difference in
their quotations. Wagon bottoms in St. Louis were quoted by
Ferguson at from $1.40 to $1.50 per pair, and on the same day
Mr. Buchanan, of Texarkana, quoted wagon bottoms at from
$1.40 to $1.50 a pair, agreeing in grade, character, and descrip-
tion.

Sir, this is one of the most singular instances of mental
telepathy or scientific business methods yet recorded in the his-
tory of the commercial world. But, to add the capstone to this
ascending scale of miracles, I find that these price lists were
printed on the same printing press and by the selfsame printing
company—the K. J. Schuster Printing Company, of St. Louis,
Mo.—and printed on the same kind of wood-pulp printing
paper. 8ir, I submit these, not as proof of a trust, not as proof
of a combination, but merely as conclusive proof that the con-
tention set up that there is such a thing as mental telepathy
has been abundantly established and demonstrated by these quo-
tations of prices beyond any and all reasonable doubt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The lists referred to by the
Senator from Oklahoma will be printed in the REecorp, in the
absence of objection.

The lists referred to are as follows:

Yellow-pine price list from W. T. Ferguson Lumber Company, manufac-
turers of yellow-pine lumber, ﬁarch 22, 1909. ¥ f

FLOORING.®
12 by 8%. (12 by 53.
Edge grain, B and better. St L
FEdge grain, No. 1 common o+ B A ST
Flat grain, B and better. 5575 750
No, 1 , 0ld grade. 23.95 24,50
No. 2 common, old grade. 15.75 19.00
s For 8. 2 8., add 50 cents per thousand.
CEILING—BEADED,

B and No.1 No. 2
better. |ecommon.{common.
x 8} or 5% £15.75 $11.25
x 3jor 18.50 14.00
x 5% or 63= 18.25 13.75
X 8% or 53¢ 23.25 18.75

s For 8. 2 8., add 50 cents per thousand.
Cluster beaded and corrugated ceiling, $1 additional.
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Yellow-pine price list from W. T. Ferguson Lumber Company, etc.—Cont'd.

PARTITION.
Band | No.1 No. 2
better. |eommon:|eommon.
1x 3% or 5% $271.75 $24.75 £21.25
SIDING.

1, from 1-inch stoek $17.75 $14.75 $11.25
Bovel. from 13-meh stoek 2250 [ ‘1950 | 15.50
Drop, § x 5% inch 27.25 23.75. 20.25

rde alling for special pattern drop any centage of
djl'?e?-eﬁt g-:l::d: made in running same must be % at I;roporﬁmte
DA FINISHING.
s.28 B 0TS
1 by 4 inch, i
1b§6nur]3inch.é.§a-.li 33; 25
1 by 5 and 10 inch, 8. 2 8., i} 35. 25
1 by 12 inch, 8. 2 8, 1} 35. 25
1 Ey 6, 8 and 10 inch, 8. 2 §, 14 36. 25
1; by 12 inch, 8. 2 8., 1 37.25
14 by 6, 8, and 10 inch, 8. 2 8, 14 36. 25
1} by 12 tnch, 8.28,1 37. 25
2y d 10 inch, 8. 2 8, 1§ 37.75
zby12mch828 1 38. 75
For each additional 2 imches in width ever 12 inches, add $2 per
thousand. For rough atock. add $1.75 per thousand. For 8. 4 8., add
§2 per tho
MOLDED CASING AND BASE, WORKED ON VERY SLOW FEED.

B and better,
at least 50 per
cent to be * better.”
B‘rmni.ﬁ.orﬁtnch ock.B.M £34. 00
From 8, 10, and 12 inch stock, B. 35. 00
Mold Iots undur 5,000 feet, 53 per cent off universal list. Lots
5,000 fee over, 63 per cent o
DOOR AND wmnow JAMBS.
B and better,
at least 50

', centtobe* be tel.‘

From 1 by 4 or 1bg16 inch stm:k. B. M.
From 1%, 13, and 2 inch stock,
Dressed, rabbeted, and plawed as ordered.
SHORT STOCKE—FLOORING, CEILING, OR DROP SIDING.

1 by 4—6, 8, and 10 feet, No. 1 common and better, when
worked as above:

1 by 6—8, 8, and 10 feet, No. 1 common and better, worked
same as above
When worked to casing, base, or jambs, add §5 per thousand.

BOARDS, 8. 1 8. OR 8. 2 8.

: 10 and
12 foet. |14 feet. |16 feet. |18 feet. | o' ot
o 1 COMMON. . o e e cmmm e 22,75 | $22.00 | §22.00 | §22.75 | $22.75
i § i“ﬂ:-nlgo}l common 23.25 | 22.50 22.50 | 23.25 23.25
1x12 No.1 27.50| 26,00 | 26.00 | 27.50 27.50
1x8 No.2 comrnnn 19.50'| 19.50'| 19.50 | 19.50 19.50
1x 10, No. 2 19.50 | 19.50 | 19.50 | 19.50 19.50
1x12 No.2 mmmnn 2L.00 | 20.00 | 20.00 | 20.00 21.00
D. & M. and shiplap, 50 cents; grooved roofing, $2 more than 8. 1 8.
Tor rough, add $2.25 per thousand.
RED HEART BOARDS, 8. 1 5. OB 8. 2 8.
4 to 12 inches wide, 12 to 20 feet long $£16. 75
Can not load specified widths or lengths. They run largely 10 and
12 inches in width and 12, 14, xmd 16 feet in length.
\ FENCING, 8. 1 8. OB 8. 2' 8.

No.1.| No.2
1x 6,16 feet.e-anaeaoanenan- $22.25 | $19.00
1x6 other lengths. oo e 21.25 18.00
1x4,16 s 21.75 18.50
1 x 4, other lengths...... ~ -1 20.75 17.50

For rough, add $2.25 per thousand. f

%0, 1 DIMENSION.

10 22 and
12 feet. | 14 feet. |18 foet. |18 feet. 20 feet. |24 feet.
8. 181 B $20.75 | $20.25 | §20.25 | §22.75 | $22.75 | $26.50
3;2’. g I8.1E J 18.50 | 18.50 | 18.50 | 19.50 | 19.50 24.00
axs 8.18.1 19.00 | 19.00 | 19.00 | 21.50 | 21.50 | 256.50
2x10,8.18. 20.00 | 20.00 | 20.00| 21.50 | 21.50 27.50
2x12, 8.18 21,000 21.00 | 21.00 | 22,650 | 22.50 20.00
$x6and3x 5 3 26,00 | 26,00 | 26.00| 26.50 | 26.50 28.00
§x10andix]Z 8. 26.50-| 26.50 | 28.50 | 27.50 | 27.50 20.00
2x14, 8180 * 20.00 | 29.00 | 29.00-| 30.00:| 30.00 32.00
2§ x 14 and 8 & 29,00 | 20.00 | £29.00 | 30.00'| 20.00°| 32.00
dxdandix a - 24.76 | 24.75 | 24.75 | 25.25 | 25.25 26.25
4 x 8 to 8 x 8, rough... 26.756. | 20.76 | 20.75 | 27.25 | 27.25 28.25
4x10tol2x 21.75 | 2.5 | ZI.75| £8.25 | 28.25 . 20.25

Fo r rough, add $2.25; for 8. 4 8., add 50 cents per thousand: N
2, ‘when in st s% less. For each additional 2 inches over 14 inches,
ndg} H. per thouaand. Dimension- edged only $2.75 more than 8, 1 8,

B‘ortlmbarslargerthnn 2 by lz.sdd $1 per thousand for every 2
inches each way. Aﬂd $1 for each feet aggmml over 24 tee:y up
to and including 30 feet.

WAGON BOTTOMS.

B and better.
Per set, I: & M. 38-inch face $1. 40
Per set, D:. & M. 42-inch face___ 1 .50
For edge grain, add 25 cents per set.
BATTENS.
Per 100 linear feet,
3by3 8 18 .5
2-inch 0. G 30.-&’3
2§-inch 0. G .70
Byrkit lath, 4 feot =
a e 2
Brrklt hth Sg_ g
Byrkit lath, 8 B-n d 10 feet 13.75
Byrkit lath 12, 14, 18, and 20 feet 11 75
No.1Y. P, l-mnh plastering lath, steam dried, end-load car lots. 3. 20
Price list rmm William Bschmm, manufacturer of band and
sawed gellow pine lumber, Texarkana, Ark. H&'ﬂh ‘Em veg
FLOORING.®
13 by 84 | §3 by 5}.
Edge grain, B and better. $36.25 —
Edge grain, No. 1 cormnon 25.75 "
Flat grain, B and better...... 25.75 227.50
No. 1 eommon Eold gradng.- 23.2%5 24,50
No. 2 common (old grade, 15.76 10.00
s For 8. 2' 8., add 50 cents per thousand.
CEILING—BEADED.
B and No.1 No. 2
better. |commeon. | eommon.
§17.50 | $15.75 $11.23
21.50 18.50 14.00
23.00 18.25 18.75
.25 23,25 18,75
eFor 8. 2 B, add 50 cents per thousand.
Cluster beaded and corrugated ceiling, §1 additional.
PARTITION.
1x8torsg $27.75 | 92475 $21.25
SIDING.
Bevel, from 1-inch stoek. §17.75 £14.75 511 5
Bevel, from 13-inch stock. 22,50 19.50
Drop, 1 x 5% inch 27.25 23.75 m.zs

On orders eall for special pattern slding, any percentage of
gﬁterent grade mlﬁ;e in: running ??n.mﬂ must l?e accepfed. at proportionate

FINISHING.

B and better.
1 by 4 inches, $30. 75
1 by 6 and 3 Inches. s s. es 33. 26
1 by 5 and 10 inches, S. 2 3 35. 25
1 by 12 inches, S. 2 8, u 856.25
1% by 6, 8, and 10 inches, 8. 2 8., 15 36. 25
12 by 12 inches, 8. 2 8., 87. 25
13 by 6, 8, and 10 inches, 8. Z 8., 14 36. 25
13 hy 12 inches, 8. 2: 8., 37.25
2 by 6, 8, and 101ncheu 8.2 8, 1§ 87. 75
3 by 1b inches, S. 2 8., 1§ 38, 15

For each addlﬂonﬂl 2 Inches in width over 12 inches, add 2
thousand ; for rough stock, add $1.70 per thousand; for 8. 4
$2 per thousand.
MOLDED CASING AND BASE WOREED ON VERY SLOW FEED.
B and better,

at least 50 per
ecant to be * better.”
From 4, 5, or 6 Inch stock, B. M $34. 00
B‘mm&msndl.inchatock.nl{ 35. 00

Moldings, lots under 5,000 feet, 53 per cent off unlversal llst; lots
5,000 feet and over, 63 per cent off.

DOOR AND WINDOW JAMES,

B and better,

at least 50 per
cent to be ** better.”
l1by4orl Blnchstock.Bl{ 35. 25
E:g% li_,y 13, and bEyim:h stock, B $33. 25

Dressed, rabbeted, and plowed as ordered.
SHORT STOCE—FLOORING, CEILING, OR DROFP SIDING.
1 by 4—G, S.mdlﬂmet,No.lmmmuna.ndhem: when

worked as $20. 50
1 by G--G. 8, aml 10 feet, No. 1 common and better, worked
same as above 21.75

When worked to casing, base, or jambs, add $5 per thousand.
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Price list from William Buchanan, manufacturer, eto.—Continued.
BOARDS, 8. 1 8. OR 8. 2 8.

12 feot. |14 feet. |16 fect. |18 feet. | o0 #00

1x8 No.1 e - $22.75 | $22.00 | $22.00 | §22.75 | §22.75

1 x 10, No. 1 eommon £3.25 | 22.60 | 22.50 | 23.25 23.25

X 12 N0 T eoOmMOll - oo crmmssmenanis 27.50 | 26.00 | 25.00 | 27.50 27.50

1 x 8, No. 2 common 10.50 | 19,50 | 19.50 | 19.50| 18.50

1x10, No. 2 e 19.50 | 19.50 | 19.50 | 19.50 19.50

1x12, No. 2 e . 20.00 | 20.00 | 20.00 | 21.00

D, & M. and shiplap, 50 cents; (Fruoved roofing, $2 more than 8. 1 8.
For rough, add $2.25 per thousand.

RED HEART BOARDS, 8. 1 8. on 8. 2 8.
4 to 12 inches wide, 12 to 20 feet long $16. 75

Can not load specified widths or lengths. They run largely 10 and 12
inches in width and 12, 14, and 16 feet in length.

FENCING, 8. 1 8. OR B. 2 8.

No.1. | No. 2
O I M e e e it o e e e e et ot re b P sl $22.25 | $19.00
1x6,otherlangthe . . . . 21.25 18.00
1x4 s L S S ] e 1 ey 18.50
1 x 4, other lengths 20,75 17.50
For rough, add $2.25 per thousand.
NO. 1 DIMENSION.

10 and | 22 and

12 feet. |14 feet. | 16 feot. (18 feet. 29 feat. |24 feet.

2x4, 8.18. $20.75 | $20.25 | $20.25 | $22.75 | $22.75 | £258.50
2x6,8.18. 18.50 | 18.50°| 18.50 | 19.60 | 19.50 24.00
2x8§ 8.18. 19.00 | 19.00 | 1900 | 21.50 | 21.50 25.50
2x10;, 8. ' 20.00| 20,00 | 20,00 | 21.50 2150 27.50
2x12 8. i ] 21.00| 21.00 | 21.00 | 22.50 | 22.50 20.00
3 x 6 and 26.00 | 26.00 | 26.00 | 28.50 | 26.50 28.00
3x10and3x12, 8 26.50 | 26.50 | 26.50 | 27.%0 | 27.50 20.00
2x 14, 8. 3 29.00 | 20.00 | 29.00 | 30.00 | 30.00 32.00
23 x 14 an 29.00 | 20.00 | 29.00 | 30.00 | 30.00 32.00
4 x 4 and 24.75 | 24.76 | 24.75 | 26.25| 25.25 25.25
4x8to8 1 26.75 | 28.76| 26.76 | 27.25 | 27.25 28.25
4x 10 to 12 2,75 20.76 | Z0.75 | 28.25 | 28.25 29,25

z
e
(2]

For rough, add $2.25; for 8. 4 8., add 50 ts - ,
when in stock, $2 less. For each additional 2 inches over 14 inches,
gd;lu $1 per thousand. Dimension edged only, $2.76 more than 8. 1 8.

For timbers larger than 12 by 12, add $1 per thousand for every 2
inches each way. Add $1 for each 2 feet additional over 24 feet up
to and including 30 feet.

g
3
g
E;

WAGON BOTTOMS.

B and better.

Per set, D. & M. 38-inch face $1. 40

Per set, D. & M. 42-inch face 1. 50
For edge grain, add 25 eents per set.
BATTENS.

Per 100 linear feet.

by 3,8.1 8.___ . B0

a-lnch 0. G m.im

23-ineh 0. G- .70
LATHS.

Byrkit lath, 4 feet $12. 25

Byrkit lath, 6 feet 12. 25

Byrkit lath, 8 and 10 feet 18.75

Byrkit lath, 12, 14, 18, 20, feet 14. 75

No. 1 Y. P, §-inch plastering lath, steam dried, end-load car lots_ 8. 20

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I will ask, until the chairman
of the Finance Committee [Mr. AroricH] returns, to move an
amendment to paragraph 17, page 6. An amendment was made
to that paragraph by the insertion of the words “ by whatever
name known,” after the word “value,” in line 17. It was a
mistake to insert those words at that point. The error was
ﬁlmeiﬁ They should be inserted after the word “articles,” in

ne 15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Massachu-
setts asks unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment referred to by him was agreed to. Without ob-
Jjection, it is done. The Senator now offers the amendment, which
will be stated by the Secretary.

The SecrRETARY. In paragraph 17, page 6, line 17, it is pro-
posed to transpose the words heretofore inserted “ by whatever
name known,” after the word “ articles,” in line 15, so that it
will read, “ finished articles by whatever name known.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-
ment will be agreed to.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I hope we may have an oppor-
tunity to have some little information about this matier. We
can not tell what it is,

Mr. LODGE. This amendment was agreed to by the Senate.
We put in the words “ by whatever name known " for a better
definition. They were inserted by error at the wrong point. I
have asked that they be transferred to the proper point in the
paragraph. That is all.

Mr. BACON. I have no objection to that; but I think that
where amendments are offered, and we have no opportunity
whatever to examine them, it is not unreasonable to ask that
they be explained.

Mr. LODGE, This amendment was offered and agreed to,
but, owing to a mistake on my part in offering it, I asked to
have it inserted at the wrong place in the paragraph.

Mr. BACON. I understand that, for that has been stated by
the Senator before, but I was proceeding to say that, in the
absence of an opportunity to examine an amendment, I do not
think it is unreasonable to request that the Senator should make
the explanation he has made.

Mr. LODGE. Not in the least. I am very glad to make the
explanation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

The paragraph as amended was agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I wish further to amend that
paragraph by striking out the word * twenty-five,” in line 18,
and inserting the word * thirty-five.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Massachusetts will be stated.

The SecrerarY. In paragraph 17, page 6, line 18, it is pro-
posed to strike out the word * twenty-five” and to insert the
word “thirty-five.”

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, that appears to be a sub-
stantial advance.

Mr. LODGE, It is.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should like to have a little information
in regard to that.

Mr. LODGE. I will state the case to the Senator, and I
think he will agree with me that the advance is not unreason-
able. The compound duty is equivalent, or was two years ago,
to an average ad valorem of 33 per cent and a fraction. Last
year it was equivalent to an average ad valorem duty of 31 and
a fraction.

The imports under that head have increased from $240,000
three years ago to $1,800,000 last year, which is an enormous
increase, as the Senator sees. These are small articles; not ne-
cessities, but small articles of Iuxury or fancy. They are made
from celluloid. One of their basic materials, I think, is tissue
paper, on which a duty of only 40 per cent is paid; and the
other basic material is camphor, which is a monopoly in Japan.
Japan has entered upon the manufacture of these articles. This
will give them an equivalent ad valorem of 41 per eent. It is
perfectly impossible for this industry, which is a small one and
which was invented in this country, to live under that competi-
tion; and the figures of import show that to be so, unless they
can get the additional 10 per cent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the SBenator from Massachusetts,

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, it seems that the House re-
duced this specific rate from 65 to 50 cents per pound, and
reduced the ad valorem from 25 per cent to 20 per cent. The
Senate Finance Committee originally restored the Dingley rate.
Now the proposition of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
LobgE] is to igerease the Dingley rate and the ad valorem from
25 to 35 per cent. \ ;

Mr. LODGE. It is an increase of the Dingley rate of 10 per
cent, which will raise the equivalent ad valorem from 31 to 41
per cent, which is low for a manufactured article of this kind.
It is not a necessity of life. I have stated the case. The im-
ports have gone up from $240,000 a year to $1,800,000 in three
years. The manufacturers are confronted with Japanese com-
petition. The figures of Japanese labor we are not left to guess
at; they are given by the report of the Japanese commigsion
itself. They average from 20 cents to 30 cents a day, and our
labor, which averages about $3 per day in this industry, is
brought in contact with that. The amendment is an increase,
and it is offered as such. I believe—and I think every one who
has looked into the matter believes—that the industry can not
possibly continue unless such inecrease is made.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mryr. President, I should like to inguire if
the House of Representatives made any inquiry as to these ar-
ticles, or' whether there was any evidence submitted to the
Ways and Means Committee on the subject?

Mr. LODGE. The evidence submitted to the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance on this subject was complete. They went
into the figures with the utmost thoroughness, examined all the
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statements, including those relating to Japanese wages, and all
that was concerned in it, and have arrived at the conclusion
which I have stated.

As I say, this industry depends for its basic materials on
tissue paper, which carries a duty of 40 per cent, and camphor,
of which Japan- has a monopoly. These articles can only be
made with camphor, aid that is in the hands of the Japanese,
who have started at Tokyo two great factories in these articles.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should like to inquire what are the names
of these articles in commerce?

Mr. LODGE. They are fancy articles made of celluloid—
combs and things of that kind.

Mr. DEPEW. And also imitation shells,

Mr. LODGE. Imitation shells and things of that kind.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Does the book on Duties and Imports in-
dicate any increase of importations?

Mr. LODGE. The importations, as I have stated, have gone
from $240,000 to $1,800,000.

Mr. ALDRICH. The importations for 1908 are not given in
that book.

Mr. LODGE. The importations in 1908 were $1,800,000.

Mr. ALDRICH. We are importing them now at the rate of
$200,000 a month.

Mr. LODGE. Yes; $200,000 a month.

Mr. BRISTOW. Very well., I should just like to have a
little reason for these increases of .duty. We have been doing
nothing else for the last two days except to increase duties. I
think the country is getting tired of it. I just want an oppor-
tunity to vote against it. That is all I ask.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tlle question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The paragraph as amendea was agreed to.

Mr. ALDRICH. On page 178, line 26, I offer the amendment
to paragraph 448 which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SecreTArRY. In paragraph 448, on page 178, line 26, after
the word “leather,” strike out the word “five"” and insert
“ ten.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

Mr. BACON. I desire to ask the Senator from Rhode Island
whether that is the only amendment which he proposes to that
paragraph, or if other amendments will run through the para-
graph?

Mr. ALDRICH. The committee suggest amendments to the
sole-leather provision, increasing the duty from 5 to 10 per cent,
and on boots and shoes from 15 to 20 per cent. They are the
amendments that I offered last night.

Mr. BACON. I understand that the Senator from Texas [Mr.
BaiLey] desires to be heard upon that proposition.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think not; I did not so understand.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will recall—he is in the cloak-
room now, I understand, and I will send for him—when the
Senator from Rhode Island proposed the amendments yesterday
afternoon, the Senator from Texas interrupted him to say that
they could not be finished within the limit of time which re-
mained before the hour of adjournment, and they wen# over for
that reason. It was with a view to that that I asked the
Senator whether the amendment just offered in line 200 was to
be followed by other amendments relating to shoes and other
articles of leather.

Mr. BAILEY entered the Chamber.

Mr. ALDRRICH. The Senator from Texas is now in his seaf,
and I will repeat that these are the amendments which I sug-
gested last night, increasing the duties on sole leather from 5
to 10 per cent, and on boots and shoes from 15 to 20 per cent,
the increase being made necessary, in the opinion of the com-
mittee, on account of the placing of a duty on hides, the duty
on hides being 15 per cent, while these increases are only 5 per
cent.

Mr. BAILEY. Of course, Mr. President, I have already ex-
pressed the opinion in the presence of the Senate that the shoe-
makers were entitled to the same ad valorem duty on what
they sell as they pay on what they buy. There can be absolutely
no defense for requiring them to pay 15 per cent on their hides,
and then allowing them to charge 20 per cent on what they
make out of those hides. The shoe, as I have already explained,
on yesterday, in its ftotal value represents the cost of the raw
material, the labor cost, and a return on the capital; and the 15
per cent duty gives them adequate protection on their labor cost,
on their capital invested, and on what they pay for the im-
portation of their raw material.

To increase that duty to 20 per cent is, I repeat, a pure
gratuity., For instance, I believe I can illustrate it plainly in

this way : The total value of the shoe is made up of three items,
the cost of raw material, the labor cost, and the capital cost.
To say that the cost of the raw material is enhanced 15 per
cent by the duty paid toward the support of the Government
on the imported hide, certainly gives the manufacturer no right
to ask that the people pay him 20 per cent on what he has paid
to the Government, which is only 15 per cent; and it is purely
a differential, a protection device, for which I take it no Demo-
crat can vote.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, as I understand the suggestion
of the Senator from Texas, it is this: That when the manufac-
turer gets back in the same duty the amount which he has paid
out upon the raw material by reason of the duty imposed upon
it, if there is an additional amount imposed, that it is simply
and purely a bonus, without any consideration ?

Mr. BAILEY. That is absolutely true; it is true in every
case; it is most of all true in this case, because, I think, the
proof is abundant; that the cost of manufacturing shoes in this
country is no grealer than the cost of manufacturing shoes in
other countries.

Mr. CLAY. Mr.
ask him a guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. BAILEY. Certainly.

Mr. CLAY. I should like to ask the Senator how much reve-
nue we collected from bcots and shoes in the }'ear 19077 My
recollection is that we only got about $41,000.

Mr. BAILEY. Practically nothing.

Mr. CLAY. My recollection is that we exported in the year
1907 over $10,000,000 worth of shoes.

Mr, BAILEY. The Senator from Georgia is exactly accurate.
Not only did we export largely last year, but this export has
been a constantly increasing one. We know perfectly well that
if the manufacturers of shoes in this country could not produce
them and sell them in foreign countries at a profit, they wounld
not export them; and, consequently, this additional 5 per cent
is simply a license to exact from the people of the United
States who buy shoes what the manufacturers have not paid
out when they import hides.

I am perfectly willing that the manufacturers shall have the
same duty on their finished product that they pay on their raw
material. That is necessary, for otherwise they would import
no raw material, but import all finished products. But I believe
in the doctrine of equality; I do not believe that the manufac-
turer ought to be able to collect from anybody, under any kind
of argument, beyond what he has paid out. So far as I am con-
cerned, I am ready for that vote. |

I am not so clear about the duty on sole leather. I think
probably a duty on hides ought to be followed by a duty on
whatever is made out of hides. I do not believe in charging one
man more than another. In other words, I do not believe in
making the manufacturer pay for the support of the Govern-
ment when he imports hides and leaving the man who imports
shoes under no such necessity, although I do say that I will
gladly vote to put hides and all their products on the free list,
beeause I believe we can wholly remit the more than $2,000,000,
or the something like $2,200,000, which we collect, in view of
the corporation tax which is certain to be levied, if Senators
on the other side can prevail, and the income tax, if Senators
on this side, reenforced by Senators on the other side, can
prevail.

I want to say here and now, Mr. President, that notwithstand-
ing the President’s message to the effect that this corporation
tax will raise $25,000,000, I believe it will raise $50,000,000, if
it is properly enforced; and with that $50,000,000 to be collected,
in addition to what is collected under the tariff schedules, and
remembering the assurance of the chairman of the committee
that the tariff schedules will raise enough to support the Gov-
ernment, I shall rejoice at an opportunity to relieve the people
who buy shoes as well as the people who import hides.

Mr, JOHNSTON of Alabama. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. BAILEY. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I wish to suggest to the Sen-
ator from Texas, in addition to what he has said, that on these
10,000,000 of shoes that we export from the United States the
manufacturers get a drawback on the leather that they paid the
duty on.

It{yr. BAILEY. I thank the Senator from Alabama for adding
that, because it is a valuable fact to be considered. In other
words, the manufacturers of the $10,000,000 worth of shoes
which they exported in 1908 drew from the Public Treasury,
in the form of a drawback, something like $000,000, and that

President, will the Senator permit me to
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itself was 10 per cent on the exportations. When I state that
they drew $000,000, T believe that is the fignre for 1907, but I
assume that it was not substantially different from that in 1908,

And, if the Senator from Rhode Island will acecept a tender of
friendly adviece, T will tell him how to make his tariff bill very
much more popular than it will be. That is, by recognizing this
£50,000,000 that he is going to raise from the corporations of the
country by remitting to the people who have many children who
must wear shoes the two and a guarter million dollars collected
in that way. I have no hope that he will take that advice, but
that does not abate my confidence in the wisdom of it.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the present duty on boots and
shoes is 25 per cent. In fixing the whole guestion in the House,
hides, which are of course at the bottom the nearest approach
to raw material in this important manufacture, were placed
upon the free list; and, corresponding to that, the rates upon the
manufactured products of hides—shoes, boots, and leather—
were intended to be arranged with some proper idea of the
symmetrical relations that under tariff legislation they bear to
each other.

The Senafor's proposition that if a duty is fixed by Congress
upon what we may call the “ raw material,” the subsequent duty
upon the article as it passes through the process which involves
inereased labor and cost shall be the same as that fixed upon the
raw material has never been and never ought to be the rule
in tariff legislation. If there is anything in the proposition that
protection involves the recognition of additional labor and
cost, then, as will be found in almost every schedule, when the
product advances another stage there is a recognition of that
advance in an increased duty.

The hoot and shoe manufacture, which is a very important
one, and which involves the employment of many thousands and
tens of thousands of laborers and mechanies, is, or ought to be,
especially subject to this rule of increased duty as the product
advances in stage of manufacture.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me for a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. HALE. Yes; I yield.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, T would submit this considera-
tion to the Senator: The Senate Finance Committee, or the
majority of it, representing the committee, when the bill eame
from the House with free hides, recognized that the correct
measure of the amount of protection—taking it now in their
own vernacular, and recognizing that they are using the impo-
sition of this duty as a protective duty—was 15 per cent.

In other words, they recognized that if there was no burden
imposed upon the importation of the free raw material, the
measure of protection for the proecess of manufacture was 15
per cent. By the action of the Senate, the burden has been in-
creased by the imposition of a duty of 15 per cent on the raw
material. If that exact measure of increased burden is restored
to the manufacturer in the price of his produet, what is the
reason that there should be an additional imposition of duty,
or an additional compensation, for the process of manufacture?
The process of manufacture has been measured, I repeat, as
being entitled to a protection of 15 per cent. It seems to me
that the conclusion is beyond possibility of sucecessful contra-
vention that, when an increased burden is imposed, the utmost
that can be asked for the process of manufacture is that to
the extent of that increased burden there should be a restitu-
tion. If the raw material is increased 15 per eent, and if the
price of the manufactured article includes that additional 15
per cent, why should there be an additional measure added to
the rate of compensation for the distinct and separate act of
manufacture?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the Senator stated in his own
words—and I leave it to him and the Senator from Texas to
settle which is the best word—preecisely what the Senator from
Texas has stated. I was endeavoring fo show that that state-
ment is entirely fallacious, and I do not like to repeat myself
simply because a question is asked me. But perhaps it will not
be trespassing on the patience of the Senate to say again that
the fallacy consists in that, when you have fixed the duty upon
the raw material, you have only just begmn to consider what
rate shall be fixed when the advanced stage is reached.

I have never before heard this proposition stated; becanse if
that were the plan upon which we arranged the tariff schedunles,
the only thing ever to be considered would be what is the duty
placed upon the raw material; and we should never have to
give ourselves the trouble of looking into the advanced pro-
cess that the manufacturer has to submit to as a disadvantage
to him through the raw material having been raised.

The boot and shoe people, engaged in this most important
industry, were opposed to the duty upon hides because it would

'

increase their burden. When the committee considered this
subject, and it was so stated to the Senate, it did not take np
and report to the Senate what should be the duty on the ad-
vanced stage until it was known what was to be the duty upon
the raw material—I call it that—not with any intimation that
we expected to make it the same, but because in all these
schedules it has always been recognized that if there is an
inereased eost by reason of labor, that should be considered,
and an additional duty should be imposed.

I am not wholly content with this proposition of the cor:-
mittee; but, in considering it, instead of restoring the duty to
25 per cent, which is only 10 per cent additional, the committee
believed it advisable to fix the advance at only 5 per cent be-
vond the rate that has been put upon the raw material, if T may
call it that, the hide. And I have been wondering myself, in
view of the fact that, as I stated the other day, one reason
why I propose to vote for the duty on hides is that I expect to
advance, as has always been done in every schedule, on the
advanced product, the rate to the manufacturer of boots and
shoes——

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me for a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. HALE. Certainly.

Mr. BACON. The Senator says that the increased burden
proposed by the placing of hides upon the dutiable list must be
compensated to the manufacturer. What I desire to know of
the Senator is this: What other burden is there, in the imposi-
tion of a duty upon hides, than the 15 per cent? In other words,
before the burden was imposed, the recognized proper compensa-
tion to the manufacturer was 15 per cent. When you put the
burden of 15 per cent upon the raw material, which is neces-
sarily restored in the increased price of the manufactured
article, what additional burden is there in the imposition of the
duty upon hides to the manufacturer over and above the 15
per cent duty on the hides? ,

Mr. HALE. I think the boot and shoe men knew what was
to their interest when they opposed the addition of the duty
upon the raw material, hides. I think they understood what the
operation would be upon them if that was put on. -I do not
need to go-into a discussion of the fundamental proposition of
whether the additional duty is all an added expense. If we
embarked on that discussion, it would revive all these old ques-
tions.

But undoubtedly this great industry felt and knew that if the
added duty, which is 15 per cent, were put upon the raw material
and had to be paid on every importation of hides that would go
from the custom-house to these great manufacturing establish-
ments, these hives of human industry, there would be an added
burden.

Mr. BACON. I wish to ask the Senator a question, with his
permission.

Mr. HALE. Certainly.

Mr. BACON. Suppose that in imposing a duty upon the im-

portation of hides we had coupled it with this provision:

Provided, That l:rgcm all hides imported and converted into manu-
'f:actured shoes the Government shall repay the duty to the manufac-
urer.

Would the Senator still hold that in the face of such a pro-
vision as that the manufacturer would be entitled to an in-
creased duty on the manufacture because of the imposition of
the duty on hides? And if not, if the manufacturer gets back
the 15 per cent when he sells the shoes, how has he any greater
right to have an increased duty on the manufactured article
than if the Government itself restored to him the amount that
he paid on such an importation?

Mr. CLAPP., Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a mo-
ment?

Mr. HALE. Yes,

Mr. CLAPP. I think this matter can be very easily cleared
up. While personally I believe the tariff on boots and shoes is
sufficiently high, even with the duty on hides left, the idea of
raising the tariff from the rate fixed in the House bill, as I
understand the committee, is that boots and shoes, independent
of whether there is a tariff on hides or not, require a certain
amount of protection agadnst foreign-made boots and shoes,

Mr. HALE. Undoubtedly.

Mr. CLAPP. I do not think they require it. 'That is the
reason the committee takes this action. Then, having restored
the duty on hides—which, from the standpoint of the com-
mittee, will advance the cost of the material to the manufac-
turer—and believing that, independently of hides, the Amer-
fean manufacturer requires protection as against the foreign
manufaeturer, that is the oceasion for the committee raising the




3768

- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 24,

duty. I should like to be heard on that subject before we get
through here.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr President, this is a very simple propo-
sition in mathematics. If there were no duty on hides and there
were no duty upon shoes, there would be no protection. Then,
if you place a 15 per cent duty, and only a 15 per cent duty, on
hides, there is still no protection whatever; and they balance
just the same with the 15 per cent upon both sides. If they
are entitled to a duty at all, the shoe manufacturer must be
entitled to a duty above 15 per cent, because the 15 per cent is
no protection whatever.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. In just a moment. But there is another
feature of the matter that I think ought to be taken into con-
sideration. I doubt very much if there are any of the foreign
manufacturers who can manufacture even in a foreign country
most of the shoes and import them, but I am certain that some
of our great American manufacturers are now building their
factories over in Europe. They are supplying the European
market in their vicinity with shoes that are manufactured with
cheaper labor. All of the manufacturers of shoes are not do-
ing that. If we in this tariff give no protection, with the
cheaper labor they can even lmport those shoes as against the
other smaller manufacturers and practically drive them out of
business and get the monopoly of the trade practically on both
sides of the ocean. I do not want to see them accomplish that.

Mr. HALE obtained the floor.

Mr. STONE. I should like to ask the Senator from North
Dakota a question. I wish to ask the Senator from North
Dakota if the logic of his position would not apply to leather
as well as to shoes?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have not said that it would not apply
to leather.

Mr, STONE. The amendment the Senator from Rhode
Island has offered raises the duty from 5 to 10 per cent, as I
understand it, on leather. You have fixed a duty of 15 per
cent on hides. You are raising the per cent on shoes from 15
to 20.

Mr. McCUMBER. There are, of course, many things that
must be taken into consideration. The question is whether the
10 per cent and the 5 per cent additional on sole leather is
sufficient under all circumstances. The committee seemed to
think it was.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the last stage of the manufacture
that puts the article upon the market, as it is worn by the con-
sumers, the men, women, and children whose feet are shod, has
to deal not only with the duty upon hides, but with the duty
that we put upon the sole leather that enters into the product.
This amendment only relates to the duty upon boots and shoes.
The duty upon leather, the Senate having settled what it shall
be upon hides, will come up later. All the duty that is put addi-
tional upon sole leather which enters into the manufacture of
shoes is an additional reason why the final manufacture should
be advanced.

I think were it not for my general course of fealty to the com-
mittee and my acquiescence in its conclusions, I should move to
make tke duty upon boots and shoes 25 per cent in lieu of 20
per cent. I do not think that under our system of recognizing
the advanced product that that would be an unreasonable duty,
considering the duty we put upon hides and sole leather, and
that the advanced product has to bear whatever burden comes
from that.

But I think, Mr. President, I shall not make that motion. I
am content, because hours of discussion will not throw any
new light upon this proposition. If the Senate does not recog-
nize that as we advance in the product we advance in the
duties, there is no argument I can make that can persuade the
Senate. I am so confident in leaving this to the Senate, con-
sidering the moderation of the committee in not advancing this
duty to 25 per cent, which it is now, after having put up hides
to the present duty and proposing to put sole leather beyond
the IHouse proposition, I am content to leave it with the real
protectionists of this body, who, I am satisfied, will not go
back upon this great manufacturing industry.

Mr., GORE. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to discuss
this question. I merely wish to propound a question to the
Senator from Maine and the Senator from North Dakota. They
undoubtedly state the theory of protection correctly., When a
specific duty is imposed on a raw material, undoubtedly their
theory uecessitates an increased differential on the finished
product. For instance, if a duty of only 15 cents were levied

on the amount of leather necessary to make a pair of shoes,
then a duty of only 15 cents on the pair of shoes would un-
doubtedly be unfair.

But I wish to know if they would apply the same theory when
the duties are not specific, but are ad valorem. For instance,
assuming, and I take merely a hypothetical case, that the leather
necessary to manufacture a pair of shoes costs $1, which is
rather high; if there is a 15 per cent duty, it affords only 15 per
cent protection to the man who grows the hide. But, assuming
that a pair of shoes manufactured from that leather is worth
$4, then the same rate of 15 per cent ad valorem affords 60 per
cent protection on the finished produect. This system is auto-
matic and affords exactly the same measure of protection to the
farmer who grows the hide and the manufacturer who makes
the shoe. But in the one case it is 15 cents on the hide, and it
is 60 cents on the pair of shoes. In other words, a 15-cent spe-
cific duty on the hide constituting the shoe is represented by a
specific equivalent of 60 cents upon the finished product.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, when I propounded an inquiry
to the Senator from North Dakota about the duty on leather
proposed to be fixed at 10 per cent, as against a duty of 15 per
cent on hides, it was not with an idea of having the duty on
leather raised. It simply oceurred to me as being a gross in-
stance illustrating the inconsistencies of the bill

The Senator was arguing that since the Senate had put a
duty of 15 per cent on hides, a higher duty should be put on
shoes, because of the larger expenditure of labor, and so forth, in
the production, and that that differential should be made in
deference to that situation. The thing is exactly reversed when
you apply it to leather. There is an additional investment of
capital and labor in converting the hides into leather. But
here it is proposed to put leather at 10 per cent, whereas you
leave the duty on hides at 15 per cent.

My only purpose in calling attention fo it, as I said, is to
point out what, to me, is a striking instance of inconsistency.
For myself I think both hides and leather, yes, and shoes, should
go on the free list. There is a far better reason why shoes, for
instance, should go on the free list than hides, considered from
the standpoint of revenue.

In 1907 the Treasury realized a net revenue of approximately
$2,000,000 on hide importations, while it received only $41,000
on the importations of shoes, I am not advised at this moment
whether the $41,000 was a net revenue or whether a part of it
was afterwards withdrawn on exportation, but I assume not in
the case of shoes.

Moreover, Mr. President, if you consider the question from
the standpoint of protection, which is the standpoint from which
our friends on the other side chiefly view it, then I maintain
that there is far less reason for protecting the shoe manufac-
turer than for protecting the cattle raiser, who produces the
hides of cattle. The importations made to this country of shoes
are nominal, and all the shoe men say, so far as I know or
have heard, that they can, with free leather, take the shoe mar-
ket of the world; and they are practically doing it now. We
are not only not importing shoes to any appreciable degree, but
we are large exporters of shoes, and selling them in the markets
of the principal states of Europe, within sight of the smoke-
stacks of the factories where shoes are made for the home
market and sold in the home market. On the other hand, large
amounts of foreign hides from South America are brought into
this country. Over $3,000,600 of import duties were collected
in 1907; over $18,000,000 of value of that product was brought
in and used here in the United States. About a third of it was
withdrawn, because of exportation in some form or other.

Whether you consider this question from the standpoint of
revenue or from your Republican standpoint of protection, there
is infinitely greater reason for levying a protective duty or a
revenue duty on hides than on shoes. There is absolutely no
excuse or justification found on either standpoint for imposing
a differential of this kind in favor of shoes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I wish to say, Mr. President,
that we have been advised by several gentlemen who have
spoken that the cost of the sole leather in shoes will not aver-
age over 4 or 5 cents a pair. If that be so, then the shoes that
are composed of uppers and various other articles are untaxed
entirely. There is no 15 per cent on upper leather or on any
other article that comes into the manufacture as leather.

So if we put a duty of 15 per cent on shoes, we have about
three times compensated for the duty on hides. I want to ask
the Senator from Maine if the large exportation of shoes from
this country and the very insignificant importation do not
show that the cost of production is less in this country than in
any other country in the world? So, taking these two items
together, if you get a tariff of 15 per cent or 20 per cent on all
the cost of shoes, including the leather that is not taxed, you
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are getting greatly more compensation than that from the duty
raised on hides.

“The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr, BACON. That is the amendment as to sole leather.

Mr. ALDRICH. As to sole leather.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (putting the question).
ayes have it, and the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. BACON. The amendment offered by the Senator from
Rhode Island—— .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by the
Senator from Rhode Island, increasing the duty on sole leather
from 5 cents to 10 cents, has been adopted. The next amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode Island will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 179, line 21, strike out * fifteen ™
and insert * twenty."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
that amendment. L

Mr. BACON. I desire the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President, just a word. If there is any in-
dustry in this country that is capable of taking care of itself,
it is the boot and shoe industry. If the boot and shoe industry
had free hides, I have not any question in my mind but that
our country could compete with any country in the world. The
testimony taken by the Ways and Means Commiitee demon-
strates that fact to be true.

For the year 1907 we exported $31,321,139 worth of leather,
and we exported $10,666,949 worth of shoes, making a total of
$41,983,078. We imported for the same time $164,500.30 worth
of shoes, and the total amount paid into the Treasury from im-
ports was $41,127.46, Now, we are absolutely exporting our
leather shoes to every civilized country in the world. We im-
ported into this country only $164,000 worth in the year 1907.

I recognize the fact that inasmuch as we paid a duty of 15
per cent on hides we must necessarily put on a similar duty in
regard to shoes. With free hides and free shoes in this country,
we could compete with any country in the world. Then, with
the 15 per cent on hides and 15 per cent on shoes, we can com-
pete with any country in the world.

Mr. President, we have the trade of the United States now in
regard to boots and shoes, and we have a large part of the
trade of all the civilized nations of the earth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
ArpricH].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the other amendments to the
paragraph may be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection——

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amend-
ment.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the other amendments to the
paragraph have not yet been agreed to.

Mr. BACON. I had asked for the yeas and nays on that
proposition, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair did not understand
the Senator.

Mr. BACON.
know——

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
yeas and nays

Mr. BACON. T do; on the 20 per cent proposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia
asks for the yeas and nays. Is there a second? In the opinion
of the Chair, there is not.

Mr. BACON. I hope Senators will not refuse to give us the
yeas and nays on that proposition. I ask for a division.

Mr. HALE. If the Senator from Georgia insists, it is so late
that I, for one, do not object. Let us have the yeas and nays,
Mr. President. That is the shortest way to dispose of the
matter.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CurBerson]. If he were
present, I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. JONES (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SaiTH].
He séems to be absent, and therefore I will withhold my vote.
If he were present, I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. FosTer].
He being absent, I withhold my vote.

The

I asked for the yeas and nays, and I did not
Does the Senator demand the

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. OVERMAN'S name was
called), The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] is
zll)bsen!l:. and is paired with the Senator from Washington [Mr.

TLES].

Mr. SHIVELY (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SterneNsoN]. I
transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr.
SamiTH] and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (when his name was called). I am
paired with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLAURIN], and
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Moxgy], and
therefore withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should
vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. ALDRICH. I call the attention of the Senator from
Texas [Mr. Bamey] to the fact that the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. ELxins], with whom he is paired, is not present.

Mr. BAILEY. I am obliged to the Senator from Rhode Island
for calling my attention to that fact. I voted in the negative, -
but in the absence of the Senator from West Virginia, I with-
draw my vote.

Mr., CURTIS. I am requested to announce the pair of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. LoriMER] with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr, TAYLOR].

Mr. BRIGGS (after having voted in the affirmative). I have
a pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. RAYNER], whom I
do not see in the Chamber. I should like to know if he has
voted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from- Maryland
has not voted.

Mr. BRIGGS. Then I withdraw my vote.

Mr. CLAY. I have been requested to announce that the senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Frazier] is detained from the Sen-
ate by illness. If he were present, the Senator from Tennessee
would vote *nay."”

Mr. TILLMAN. I want to state that my colleague [Mr, SMITH
of South Carolina] is detained from the Senate by sickness.

The result “as announced—yeas 32, nays 24, as follows:

YEAS—32,
Aldrich Carter du Pont Oliver
Borah Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Page
Brandegee Crane Gufsenhelm Penrose
Bulkeley Depew Hale Root
Burkett Dick Heyburn Smoot
Burnham Dl]llnghaln Johnson, N. Dak. Sutherland
Burrows Dixon Kean Warner
Burton Dolliver Lodge Wetmore
NAYS—24.

Bacon Crawford Gore Newlands
Bankhead Cummin.s Hughes Paynter
Bristow Curtis Johnston, Ala. Shively
Chamberlain Davis La Follette Simmons
Clapp Fletcher Martin Stone
Clay Gamble Nelson Tillman

NOT VOTING—36. -
Balley Daniel AMcEne Richardson
Beveridge Elkins McLaur Scott
Bourne Flint Money ‘Bmith, Md.
Bradley Foster Nixon Smit‘h Mich.

riggs Frazier Overman Smlth, 8.C.

Brown Frye Owen Stephenson
Clarke, Ark. Jones Perkins Tallaferro
Culberson Lorimer Piles Taylor
Cullom MeCumber Rayner Warren

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I now ask that the other
amendments in this paragraph submitted by the committee be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island desire to have the amendment stated, beginning at the
bottom of page 1787

Mr. ALDRICH. I am not sure whether the amendments in
line 25 of paragraph 448 have been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that
those amendments have not yet been agreed rto.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I ask that they be taken up seriatim,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments will be stated.

The SEcReTArY. In paragraph 448, page 178, line 25, after
the word “ band, it is proposed to insert “bend;” in the same
line, after the word *Ileather,” insert the words “ rough
leather; " on page 179, line 3, after the word “ finished,” strike
out “chamois and;” in line 6, after the words “ad valorem,”
insert “ chamois skins, 20 per cent ad valorem;” and in line 8,
after the words “ad valorem,” strike out “ patent, japanned,
varnished, or enameled leather, 20 per cent ad valorem,” and
insert * patent, japanned, varnished, or enameled leather weigh-
ing not over 10 pounds per dozen hides or skins, 27 cents per




3770

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 24,

pound and 15 per cent ad valorem; if weighing over 10 pounds
and not over 25 pounds per dozen, 27 cents per pound and 8
per cent ad valorem; if weighing over 25 pounds per dozen, 20
cents per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment. In the absence of objeetion——

Mr. BACON. I ask that that be put to a vote, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, this matter between Iines
9 and 17 seems to be in liew of the House provision respecting
the same kind of leather, and it is, from the looks of it, a sub-
stantial increase of those rates. I should like to have informa-
tion as to the effect upon the rates by these changes in classi-
fication if the chairman of the committee will kindly furnish it.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the rates fixed by the House
were evidently fixed with an iden that the duties on hides
affected the duty upon enameled leather. The present duty on
patent and enameled leather is as follows:

Patent, japanned, varnished or enameled leather, weighing not over
:g pounds per dozen hides or skins, 30 cents per pound and 20 per cent
valorem.

On those skins the Senator from Iowa will see that there is a
reduction of 3 cents a pound and 5 per cent ad valorem. The
present law next provides:

If weighing over 10 pounds and not over 25 pounds, 30 cents a
pound and 10 per cent valerem.

Under the amendment reported by the committee there is a
reduction in that case of from 30 cents to 27 cents and from 10
per cent ad valorem to 8 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. PAGH. I do not think the tariff on hides affects this
paragraph at all.

Mr. ALDRICH. No; that is what I was going to say. The
House evidently had that idea in their minds, as they fixed this
rate without reference, apparently, to the present law, and the
rates that the committee recommend are in every case a reduc-
tion from existing rates.

Mr. LODGE. And I will say, if the Senater will allow me,
on this leather there is also very sharp foreign eompetition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the next amendment be dis-
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. In paragraph 448, on page 179, line 17,
after the word “ leather,” it is proposed to strike out the werds
““and glove leather ” and the comma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment. 3

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the paragraph as amended may
be agreed to.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which
I send to the desk as a substitute for paragraph 448.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated. .

The SEcrETARY. It is propesed to insert as a substitute for
paragraph 448 the following:

Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, salted, or pickled, har-
ness, saddles, saddlery in sets or in parts ﬂnl’si:ed or unfinished, band
bend, or belting leather, rough leather, sole leather, dressed upper, and
all other leather; calfskins, tanned or tanned and dressed; En.ngnroo,
sheep, and goat skins (including lamb and kid ), dressed and fin-
ished ; skins and bookbinders’ calfskins, glove leather, leather shoe
laces, finished or unfinished, and boots and shoes made of leather shall
be admitted into the ports of the United States free of duty: Provided,
That articles mentioned in this paragraph, if imported from a countr;
which levies an im duty on like articles imported from the Unlnag
oﬂ;attﬁ?é Bahc%.u be subject to the rate of duty exist

Mr. ALDRICH., Mr. President, I rise to a question of order.
The greater portion of that amendment is not in order, the
Senate having voted specific rates upon a large number of these
items.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair sustains the point
of order.

Mr. BRISTOW.
order for this paragraph?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair does not understand
the amendment to be a substitute for this paragraph, but to be
a substitute for some other paragraph.

Mr. BRISTOW. No—

Mr. ALDRICH. It will not even be in order o change the
rates in this paragraph, for they have been fixed by a vote of
the Senate.

Mr. BRISTOW. This paragraph has not been adopted.

g prior to the

Do I understand that a substitute is not in | Clay

Mr. ALDRICH. I understand that; but the rates in it have
been adopted by specific votes of the Senate, and they are not
subject to change now. -

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, it seems to be a question about
which there ean be very little doubt——

Mr. ALDRICH. In order to test the sense of the Senate, I
move to lay the amendment on the table. I think perhaps that
is the best way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Rhode Ts-
land moves to lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. BRISTOW. On that I should like to have the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to have a count.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A division is demanded. Those
in favor of the amendment will rise and stand until they are
eounted.

Mr. BRISTOW. I want a division on the question as to or-
dering the yeas and nays.

Mr. HALE. Let us have the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll

Mr. BRIGGS (when his name was called). I am paired with
the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Ra¥yNer], and therefore
withhold my vote.

Mr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CurLBersoN]. I transfer the
pair to the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. SurHEsLAND] and
will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. CLAY (when Mr. Frazrer's name was called). The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is absent on account of sickness.

Mr. JONES (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Smrrm],
and therefore withheld my vote.

Mr. McOUMBER (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair-with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Myr.
FostER]. He being absent, T withhold my vote.

Mr. McLAURIN (when Lis nanie was called). I am paired on
this vote with the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SyiTi].

Mr, JOHNSTON of Alabanca (when Mr. OVERMAN'S name was
called). The Senator from North Carolina is paired with the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Prres].

Mr. SHIVELY (when his name was ecalled). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. StepaENSON]. I
transfer the pair to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Samrta], and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called).
nounce my pair. ;

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BAILEY. T am paired with the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. ELxins]. If he were present, I should vote “nay.”

Mr. TALIAFERRO. I am paired with the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Scorr]. If he were present, I should
vote “nay.”

Mr. BRIGGS. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Rayser]. I transfer it to the junior Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Borag], and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. WARREN. I transfer my pair to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MoxeyY], so that he may stand paired with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Bourne], and will vote. I vote

I again an-

a“ yea.‘l .
The result was announced—yeas 33, nays 23, as follows:
YEAS—33.
Aldrieh Clack, Wyo. Gamble Penrose
Brandegee Crane Gufgenhelm Root
Briggs Depew Hale Smoot
Bulkeley Dick Heyburn Warner
Burkett Dillingham Johnson, N. Dak. Warren
Burnham Dixon Kean Wetmore
Burrows: du Pont Lodge
Burton Flint Oliver
Carter Gallinger . Page
NAYS—23.
Bacon Crawford Hughes Pafnt&r
Bankhead Cummins Johnston, Ala. 8h
Bristow Curtis La Follette Bimmons
Chamberlain Davis Martin Stone
Clapp Fletcher Nelson Tillman
; Newlands
NOT VOTING—36.
Bailey Danfel McEn Richardson
Beveridge Dolliver .Hcm:rr{n Scott
' Borah Elkins Money Smith, Md.
' Bourne: Fos: Nixon Smith,
Bradley Frazier Overman Smith, 8. C.
. Brown, g‘rye. g:vir{l g he?mg
S i R Piles Taliaferre
llom McCumber Ra T Taylor

So Mr, BrisTow's amendment was laid on the table.
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Mr. BRISTOW. Mr, President, I should like to make a par-
llamentary inquiry. Is it the rule of the Senate that when an
amendment fixing a rate in a schedule has been adopted, it is
then not in order to offer a substitute for that paragraph before
the paragraph itself is adopted? %

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the
chair will say that that was an amendment to another para-
graph of the bill, swhich had been voted on. But it would be in
order for the Senator to offer another amendment in the Senate.

Mr. BACON. O Mr. President—

Mr. NELSON. I think it is a parliamentary rule, univer-
sally conceded, that the friends of a measure may perfect a
paragraph, may amend it; and after it has been amended and
perfected it is open to a substitute for the entire paragraph.

Mr. BACON. Of course; undoubtedly.

Mr. ALDRICH. Not a substitute changing the rate.

Mr. NELSON. I have never heard any parliamentary rule
to the contrary.

Mr. ALDRICH. Not a substitute which changes the rates
fixed in the paragraph.

Mr. NELSON. A substitute for an entire paragraph, com-
posed of a number of items, is always in order.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is not, perhaps, the question now before
the Senate. I will ask that paragraph 453 be disposed of.
However, let this paragraph be disposed of first.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I think I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas is
recognized.

Mr. BRISTOW. Before I yield the floor, I want to state
that I had some remarks to make as to why I thought this
substitute should be adopted. The motion to lay on the
table, therefore, shut off debate. If this amendment or sub-
stitute amendment that I offered was in order, then I was taken
from the floor in violation of the rule of the Senate, and that
is what I wanted to know.

Mr. ALDRICH. Not at all.

Mr. BRISTOW. I offered a substitute for this paragraph
after I supposed it had been perfected by the committee and
was ready for adoption.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, with the permission of the Sen-

+ator from Kansas, I desire to say that I do not think there is
any possible question about the fact that he had the right to
offer an amendment in the nature of a substitute, or, rather, a
substitute in the nature of an amendment. I think, however,
the last suggestion of the Senator is not maintainable. It was
within the rights of any Senator to move to lay that upon the
table.

Mr. McLAURIN. How could he move to lay it upon the
table while a Senator had the floor?

Mr. BACON. If the Senator was on the floor to address the
Chalir, of course the Senator from Rhode Island could not make
the motion until he had concluded.

But he would have the right to move to lay it on the table
before any vote was taken on it. I did not understand that to
be the point of the Senator. I understood the point to be that
when the amendment was offered it could not then be laid upon
the table.

Mr, BRISTOW. I offered the amendment, and it was read.
I proposed then to address the Senate in regard to the amend-
ment. In the meantime the Senator from Rhode Island moved
to lay it upon the table. I yielded, not knowing that I was
yielding for that purpose; and I am simply trying to find
out what is the practice of the Senate, so that in future I may
know.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kan-
sas yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. NELSON. Even assuming that the Senator’s amend-
ment was in order, the motion to lay on the table was perfectly
in order under our rules. There is no doubt about that.

Mr, BRISTOW. Even while the Senator from Kansas was
on the floor for the purpose of addressing the Senate?

Mr. NELSON. Not if the Senator had been recognized and
had the floor. I did not understand that to be the case.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the paragraph may be agreed to
as amended.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I believe I have the floor,
have I not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas has
been recognized.

Mr. BRISTOW. I insist on having the floor and being heard.
The Senator will not hasten this measure by attempting to

take me off the floor until I am ready to sit down, according to
the rules of this body. I think I have some of the spirit that
the Senator from Idaho has in regard to that, I hope I have
in any event.

Now, Mr. President, do I understand I lost the opportunity to
discuss the amendment I offered because I did not insist upon
being heard and discussing it, and yielded to the motion of the
Senator from Rhode Island, without indicating that I had the
floor and that I did not yield for that purpose? Am I right in
my construction of the parliamentary situation in which I was
placed?

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask for the regular order, Mr. President.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the regular order, I believe,
is that I am asking a parliamentary question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair did not hear the
question,

Mr. GALLINGER and others, The regular order is adjourn-
ment.

Mr. TILLMAN. The regular order is adjournment under the
order. I do not want to take the Senator off the floor, but I am
very anxious to get out of this hot place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of T o'clock having
arrived, the Senate stands adjourned until to-morrow, Friday,
June 25, 1909, at 10 o’clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
TaurspAY, June 24, 1909.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of Monday, June 21, 1909,
was read and approved.

SCRANTON, MISS,

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report (H.
Rept. No. 9) from the Committee on Ways and Means, being a
bill (H. R. 10887) to make Scranton, in the State of Mississippi,
a subport of entry, and for other purposes, and I desire to call
ap that bill for action at the present time. I therefore ask
unanimous consent that it be considered in the House as in the
Committee of the Whole, It is simply making this port a sub-
port of entry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York presents a
privileged report from the Committee on Ways and Means and
asks unanimous consent to consider the bill in the House as in
the Committee of the Whole at this time. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That Scranton, In the State of Mississippi, 1s
hereby made a subport of entry in the district of Pearl River, and the
necessary customs officers stationed at sald port may, in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Treasury, enter and clear vessels, receive duties,
fees, and other moneys, and perform such other service as, in his
judgment, the interest of commerce may require.

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Bowers] such time as he desires.

Mr. BOWERS. Mr. Speaker, Scranton, Miss., by this bill, is
made a subport of entry. It has been a port of delivery for a
number of years. As a matter of fact, and in practice, it has
been for forty years a port of entry. That is, vessels have
been entered and cleared there under authority of the depart-
ment just as if it were a port of entry, but recently a ruling
was made upon a section of the Revised Statutes which clearly
prohibits the entry of vessels at such ports, and upon that
ruling the collector was directed to cease the practice of per-
mitting the entry of vessels at Scranton. That port enters and
clears about 200 vessels per year. It furnishes cargo for per-
haps 100 more. It is about 40 miles distant by rail from the
other port of entry in the district of Pearl River. The whole
of the Mississippi seacoast is comprehended in one district
known as the district of Pearl River. By recalling the per-
mission to enter and clear vessels there, vessels which are
bound for that port and which take their cargo there, are both
forced to go first through another channel into the port of
Gulfport, enter there, and then go out to sea again and come
back through another pass to Seranton or Pascagoula, and this
involves double pilotage and a delay of two days and an addi-
tional cost of about $300 per vessel. The matter has been con-
sidered by the Treasury Department, and in a very lengthy
communication addressed to the chairman of the Commiftee on
Ways and Means the passage of this bill has been recommeénded.

Mr, CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOWERS. Yes.

Mr. CAMPBELL. How far is this proposed port of entry
from the next nearest port?
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Mr. BOWERS. About 40 miles by rail, but a much longer
distance by water. The gentleman will understand that in
order to get from one to the other with a seagoing vessel you
have to go out through the channel and into the Gulf of Mexico
and then around by deep water into the channel that leads up
into the other. The Government has expended nearly & million
dollars in improving the entrance to this port.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Can the gentleman inform the House as
to the probable business to be transacted in this port?

Mr. BOWERS. They do a business approximately of $8.-
000,000 a year in exports.

Mr. CAMPBELL. In exports?

Mr. BOWERS. Yes; it is an export point. There are no
imports there at all. It exports lumber and wood products.

Mr. CAMPBELL. What is the necessity then for making it
the port of entry, if it is the port of export?

Mr. BOWERS. As I explained a moment ago, to avoid the
additional impost upon the vessels. It will cost them over $300
additional to go first to Gulfport and clear and then return to
Seranton, and this $300 additional cost of course goes into the
freight money and makes a very considerable embargo in the
course of a year on the commerce of that place.

Mr. Speaker, that is all I desire to say.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I made an additional report (H.
Rept. No. 10) from the Committee on Ways and Means reporting
back a Senate bill identical with this, and on the ground that it
is a bill raising revenue. The recommendation is that the Sen-
ate bill do lie on the table.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York reports back
a Senate bill with the recommendation that the same do lie on
the table. The Clerk will report the title.

The Clerk read as follows: .

B. 2493. An act to make Beranton, in the State of Mississippl, a sub-
port of entry, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. [After
a pause.] The Chair hearssno objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the SBenate, by Mr. Platt, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment
joint resolution of the following title:

H. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution amending an act eoncerning the
recent fire in Chelsea, Mass.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint reso-
lution of the following title:

8. J. Res. No. 33. Joint resolution relating to the provisions of
section 10 of the sundry civil act of March 4, 1909.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIRTEENTH DECENNIAL CENSUS.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the following bill, which I send to
the Clerk’s desk, being a bill appropriating money for the taking
of the next ecensus, and I ask that it be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the following, the
title of which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 10933) making a opriations for of the Thir-
{ teenth Dacen) nial E:ensp%rs,pmd for otha-t;gmn“rpm

Be it enacted, ete.,, That there is hereby n.p&mprhted. out of any
money In the Treasury mnot otherwlse appropriated, for salaries and
necessary expenses for prvri\]nrlng for, taking, compili and publishing
the Thirteenth Census of the United States, rent of office quarters, for
carrying on during the decennial census period all other census work
authorized and directed by law, including purchase, rental, construction,
repair, and exchange of mechanical appliances, to continue available
until June 80, 1912, $10,000,000.

The Director of the Census is authorized to designate three commis-
sloners, with the status of special :gents, as E:\mm by the permanent
census act, to represent the United States the International Com-
mission for the Hevision of the Classification of Diseases and Causes
of Death, called by the Government of France to meet at Paris in July,
1909, one of whom shall be chosen from the Census Office, one from the
organized medieal profession, and one from the organ ation
officlals of the United States. For the compensation and traveling ex-

of said commissioners not exceeding $2,500 of the foregoing ap-
propriation may be expended.

Mr.. HULL of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, one question. My under-

standing——
Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker
The SPEAKER. To whom does the gentleman from Minne-
sota yield?
Mr. TAWNEY. I yield to the gentleman from Yowa first.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, my understanding was
that we were to continue the appropriations of last year for a
while until further consideration should be given to the whole
mattér. I simply want to ask if, in view of the fact there is
no Committee on Appropriations yet, there has been a con-
sideration by the committee suflicient to justify the appropria-
tion of $10.000,000 at this time?

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say, in answer to the gentleman from °
Iowa, that the amount of appropriations carried in this bill
for the taking of the next census was estimated for by the
department at the last session of the last Congress, and the
matter was carefully considered by the committee: but in view of
the fact that the new census law had been vetoed, was not to he
considered or brought ap at that session, but was to be brought
up at this session, the committee concluded not to recommend to
the House the appropriation for the amount for the taking of
the census that this bill now earries.

Now, the proposition to extend the appropriations for the
fiscal year 1909 and make them available for the first month of
the fiscal year 1910 was considered, and it was intended on last
Monday to present a joint resolution for that purpose, but the
prineipal cause of difference between the two Houses having
been eliminated by the adoption of the amendment of the gentle-
man from Tennessee in respect to the census bill, and being as-
sured that the conferees are about to agree on a final report,
and also in view of the fact that the appropriations must be
made now—to-day—or otherwise, the Census Bureau will have
to close on next Wednesday evening, I concluded the only thing
to do was to present this bill at this time and thereby provide
for the appropriation which has been estimated for, which the
Committee on Appropriations at the last session of Congress had
considered and had agreed to and also avoid the making of a
double appropriation for the first month of the next fiscal year.
For that reason we present it at this time. I now yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas,

Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations in charge of this bill if he
does not think it better to allow a measure of this magnitude,
appropriating $10,000,000 in a lump sum, to pass in the regular
way, especially when there is no report or anything whatever to
advise the membership of the House whether everything con-
tained in this whole $10,000,000 appropriation ought to be there?

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman from Arkansas
it is not the purpose to pass this bill out of the ordinary way,
but if unanimous consent is given for its consideration, the
Houge will then have all the time and all the opportunity it de-
sires for that purpose—for the purpose of considering it before
it is finally voted upon. There is no intent to pass it out of the
ordinary way, but the gentleman from Arkansas knows that we
have no committees at the present time and the amount carried
in this bill, as I stated to the gentleman from Iowa, was esti-
mated for at the last session of the last Congress, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations considered it both in connection with
the legislative bill and in connection with the sundry civil bill,

,so that this is not a matter that I have brought here entirely

upon my own responsibility, but an appropriation must be
made to-day by the House of some kind, or otherwise the Census
Bureau closes on next Wednesday evening.

Mr. MACON. But the salaries of the various employees of
the Census Rureau are carried in the appropriation bill.

Mr. TAWNEY. This does not specify the salaries. The
salaries that are to be paid out of this lump-sum appropriation
are fixed by law, so that it does not relate to salaries at all.

It merely appropriates money to pay the compensation and
salaries which are now authorized or will be authorized by the
new census law when the conference report is finally agreed
upon.
r,1'\(.’;1'. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I know that I am powerless o
prevent the passage of this bill by myself, but I know also that
I would not, in my judgment, be discharging the duties of a
Representative if I were to sit quietly in my seat and see
$10,000,000 appropriated by unanimous consent without even a
report in connection therewith. And for that reason I object.

MRS. LAURITZ OLSEN.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I desire to
offer the following privileged report (H. Rept. No. 11) from the
Committee on Accounts.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Heuse resolution 73.

Resoleed, That the Clerk of the House be, and he is herehy, authorized
ﬂdﬂdths'uated to pay, out of the contingent fund of the House, to Mrs.

11}

lsen, widow of Laurits Olsen, deceased, late a messenger om
the soldiers’ roll of the House of Representatives, the balance of the
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salary due him at the date of his death, together with a sum equal to
six months of his salary as such employee, and an additional amount,
not exceeding $250, for the funeral expenses of said Lauritz Olsen.

Also the following amendment :

Strike out the words:

i;rh?e balance of the salary due him at the date of his death, together
W

The SPEAKER.
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

MICHAEL FITZPATRICE.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I desire also to
offer the following House Rlesolution, No. 77 (H. Rept. No. 11).
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.
The Clerk read as follows: *
House resolution T7.

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House be, and he Is hereby, authorized
and directed to ﬂay, out of the contingent fund of the House, to Michael
Fitzpatrick, father of Charles €. Fitzpatrick, deceased, late assistant
elerk to the Committee on Indian rs of the House of Representa-
tives, the balance of the salary doe him at the date of his death, to-
gether with a sum equal to six months of his salary as such employee,
and an additional amount, not exceeding $250, for the funeral expenses
of said Charles C. Fitzpatrick.

Also the following amendment:

Strike out the words:

m'tll'lhe balance of the salary due him at the date of his death, together

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment,

The gquestion was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

WAGES AND MANUFACTURES IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

Mr,. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota demands the
regular order, which is the motion made by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payne] to lay the following resolution on the
table, which the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 72,

-

Resolved, That the Presldent of the United States, if not incompatible
with the public interest, be, and he is hereby, requested to transmit to
the House of Representatives coples of all correspondence and papers
received by the Department of State through diplomatic ehannels from
any foreifu government, except Germany, upon reguest or suggestion
of an ember of Congress, or department, or other official of the
United States Government, pertaining to wages or manufactures in the
countries from which such information has been received.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion of
the gentleman from New York [Mr. PayNE].

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 137, noes 80,

So the motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will eall the committees,

The committees were called.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

Mr. Huesarp of West Virginia, by unanimous consent, was
granted leave to withdraw from the files of the House, with-
out leaving copies, the papers in the case of William Linder;
Fifty-ninth Congress, no adverse report having been made
thereon.

Mr. Hurr, by unanimous consent, was given leave to with-
draw papers in the case of Edith Patten, Sixtieth Congress, no
adverse report having been made thereon.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.
By unanimous consent, change of reference of the bill (H. R.
10929) granting a pension to Herbert T. De Lano was made

from the Committee on Invalid Pensions to the Committee on
Pensions,

The question is on agreeing to the amend-

THE CENSUS.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer the bill H. R. 10933—
the census appropriation bill—and move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for its consideration.

The SPEAKER. The bill is referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union under the rules.
As the Chair understands it, the gentleman from Minnesota
offers the bill?

Mr. TAWNEY. . Yes.

The SPEAKER. The bill is referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union under the rules.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I renew my motiorn, that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for its consideration.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order-that
the bill is in the hands of the Approprintion Committee, or,
at least, has been referred by the Speaker to the Appropriation -
Committee; that no report has been made upon it; and that it-
is not properly before the House, inasmuch as the committee
has ::gti been properly discharged from the further considera-
tion t.

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say, Mr. Speaker, that the bill has
not been referred to any committee.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. The Journal
does not disclose any record of the bill, The Chair under-
gtands that the gentleman from Minnesota—— 3

Mr. MACON. Then I make the point of order——

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that the gentleman
from Minnesota offers the bill from the floor.

Mr. MACON. I make the point of order that the bill is im-
properly before the House for the reason that it must be re-
ferred to the committee and presented by it to the House under
the rules before it can be considered in any other manner than
by unanimous consent.

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order.

The question is on the motion of the gentleman from Min.
nesota [Mr. TawNEY]. i

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the comsidera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 10933) making appropriations for ex-
penses of the Thirteenth Decennial Census, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. Hurt of Iowa in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill making appropriations for expenses of taking the
Thirteenth Decennial Census, and for other purposes. The
Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 10933) making appropriations for expenses of the

eenth Decennial Census, and for other purposes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from DMinnesota asks
unanimous econsent that the first reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none,

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr Chairman, in order that the House may
understand that this is not a proposition presented upon my
own responsibility, and without investigation, I desire to say
that during the last session of Congress the estimates for appro-
priation for taking the next census were submitted, and as I
have snid before, considered by the Commitiee on Appropria-
tions; but because of the peculiar status of the new law or pro-
posed law, authorizing the taking of the new census, the appro-
priation was not recommended by the Committee on Appropria-
tions; but it was suggested that it await the final passage of
that bill. At the beginning of this session of Congress the new
Secretary of Commerce and Labor resubmitted the estimates,
and submitted them identiecally in the form in which they were
submitted and considered at the last session of Congress. It
is estimated that the taking of the next census will cost in the
aggregate something over $14,000,000. The amount estimated
for the work of taking the census during the next fiscal year
will not be less than $10,000,000. The larger part of the ex-
penditure comes in the first year. If the Members of the House
will bear with me, I will state the details of the estimates as
shown in document No. 5, first session of the Sixty-first Con-

gress:
Supervisors $1, 000, 000
Enumerators 4, 500, 000
ﬂﬁdnl U e e N S e et LIS e et 700,
Office force 2, 100, 000
Tabulating machinery. 250, 000
Cards for tabulating machines 100, 000
Alaska 85, 000
Porto Rico. 160, 000
Stationery 150, 000
Prin : , 000
Administrative expenses (travel, telegraph, furniture,

machines) o 250, 000
Annual reports. 404, 000

Total 0, 949, 000

Now, if gentlemen desire any further information in regard
to the bill or the appropriation, I will be very glad to answer
any question I can,
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Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia and Mr. MACON rose.

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield first to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. The gentleman understands
that a bill that will pass, or is likely to pass, will provide that
the disbursing clerk of the Census Bureau shall give a large
bond. He now gives one of $25,000. By reason of the fact of
the very large amount that will be paid out by him, in taking
- the census, which is taken every ten years, the amount of his
bond will be increased. Now, does not the gentleman think
there ought to be some provision put through permitting the
Government to pay the charges caused by this increased pre-
mium upon the bond, which amounts to a reduction of the salary
of this officer?

Mr. TAWNEY. In answer to the gentleman from Georgia,
I would say that I do not think the Government ought to be
called upon to pay the premium on any bond issued to any
officer or employee of the Government to insure his fidelity. I
concede that the proposed census law actually increases the
bond of the disbursing officer from $25,000 to $125,000; I also
concede that the bonding companies have the right to charge
the rates which they do, and which are about 300 per cent in
excess of the rates charged last year. I concede also that that
will amount to a substantial reduction in the salary of the dis-
bursing officer of the Census Bureau. But while the bonding
companies have the right to charge any rate they please, it is
also_the duty of. Congress to provide that their bonds shall not
be accepted when the rate is above a certain amount, and thus
protect the government employee from extortion. The matter
of the premium that should be collected by bonding companies
on bonds issued to government officials and employees is a
matter under consideration in a bill that will have to be re-
ported to this House later, containing appropriations for some
small deficiencies and other matters that must be taken care of;
and it is the intention of those who have that in charge to have
a provision carried in that bill to remedy the evil spoken of by
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I am glad to hear of that.
This bill does not make any provision and can not, as it wounld
be a matter of legislation. I merely wanted to know what the
gentleman had to say in regard to the matter. -

Mr. TAWNEY. The matter has been looked into very thor-
oughly, and there will be some provision in a bill to be pre-
sented carrying general deficiencies and providing for emer-
gencies of that kind. Now I yield to the gentleman from
Arkansas.

Mr MACON., Mr. Chairman, I do not want this hot day to
unduly exercise the gentleman in charge of the bill.

Mr. TAWNEY. Do not mind me.

Mr. MACON. But I wanted to know how he arrives at the
conclusion that it is necessary to appropriate $10,000,000 to
take the next census when the law authorizing the taking of
that census has not yet been passed?

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman that the estimate
by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor is based on the provi-
sions of the bill which both Houses of Congress had agreed to,
and are not in conference. The matters in difference between
the two Houses do not materially affect the compensation of
the employees in the Census Bureau or the cost of taking the
census during the next fiscal year.

Mr. MACON. Does the gentleman know about what differ-
ence there will be in case the matters in conference are stricken
out?

Mr. TAWNEY. No substantial difference whatever.

Mr. MACON. Not if the matters in conference are stricken
out?

Mr. TAWNEY. No, sir; the matters in conference will not
affect the cost of taking the census.

Mr. MACON. I am talking about those things not yet agreed
upon. I desire to ask further, this being an appropriation bill
for the purpose of taking the next census, and there has been
no law yet passed authorizing the taking of it—I want to ask
the gentleman candidly if this appropriation is based upon ex-
isting law, or if there is any law authorizing an appropriation
which is carried in this bill?

Mr. TAWNEY. There is a law authorizing the taking of the
next census. That law stands until it is repealed, and whether
the census is taken under that law or a new law the cost of
taking it will exceed the amount carried in this appropriation

bill.
Mr. MACON. Then, of course, it would not be material.

Mr. TAWNEY, The matters of difference between the two
Houses are in regard to appointments, and do not relate to the
cost of taking the census.

Mr. MACON, 1 thank the gentleman. I wanted to get the
information.

Mr. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman from Minnesota yield
to me for a question?

Mr. TAWNEY. Certainly.

Mr. SHERLEY. I would like to ask the gentleman if there
have been any hearings as to these various items?

Mr. TAWNEY., There have been hearings; I do not know
that there is any record of them.

Mr. SHERLEY. Before any committee of the House?

Mr. TAWNEY. Before the legislative committee which made
ap the last legislative bill. At that time the subject was gone
into, and I was reading the hearings taken before the legislative
committee on this proposition this morning.

Mr, SHERLEY. But there has never been any hearing on the
various items, showing whether they are sufficient or excessive?

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know that there have been any ex-
tensive hearings to the extent of determining whether or not
the amounts here estimated are in excess or are only sufficient
to meet the requirements of the law authorizing the expenditure
of particular branches of the service in taking the census.

Mr. SHERLEY. What I am coming to is this: Here is a bill
authorizing the appropriation of $10,000,000 for certain pur-
poses. Now, under this bill it would be within the power of the
Census Bureau to use any part of that $10,000,000 for any one
of the purposes enumerated in the bill, and the gentleman has
too often lectured the House on that kind of legislation to now
defend it. It does seem to me, in all seriousness, that the bill
ought to carry sufficient details to prevent the use of any amount
of the $10,000,000 for any particular purpose. For instance,
here in the estimates are amounts for supervisors, special agents,
and administrative expenses, and various things of that kind,
and yet the bill itself simply gives $10,000,000, all of which
could be ured for any one of these purposes.

Mr. TAWNEY. I think the gentleman from Kentucky is
clearly mistaken in that.

Mr. SHERLEY. I will read the bill to him.

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will pardon me, the appro-
priation is for taking of the census. Now, the bureau or the
Department of Commerce and Labor could not take the $10,000,-
000 and devote it to any one single purpose connected with the
taking of the Thirteenth Census.

Mr. SHERLEY. Wheat is to prevent it?

Mr. TAWNEY. Simply because he is required by law to take
the census and that requires expenditures for all the purposes
mentioned in the law under which the census will be taken.

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman does not mean seriously that
there is any line or section in this bill that determines how
much of the $10,000,000 shall be expended for administrative
purposes, or how much for enumerators, or anything of that
kind?

Mr. TAWNEY. The law provides how much shall be paid
the enumerators and what shall be paid for these various
services.

Mr. SHERLEY. But the director might take so much for
one thing and so much for another, and so much for paying
traveling expenses, and create a deficit in those matters that
Congress would have to give the additional sums necessary
to cover such deficit.

Now, in all seriousness, I submit to the gentleman——

Mr. TAWNEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am glad to know that
the gentleman was not serious.

Mr. SHERLEY. Well, perhaps there is many a thing said
in jest that may be meant in earnest; and whether in jest or
not, it strikes me that the gentleman is occupying a peculiar
position on the floor. For some weeks the House has been
doing nothing, absolutely marking time, and now a bill involy-
ing $10,000,000 is brought in, and there is not a =single
provision in the appropriating act that looks to the safe-
guarding of the expenditure of that money. I do not desire to
embarrass the Speaker of the House by requiring him to unduly
and too early appoint committees. That seems to be a tragic
affair, and yet, rather than have this money appropriated this
way, it seems to me it might have been in the interests of good
legislation to have appointed a committee that could have con-
sidered the matter these days when we were simply doing
nothing, and have brought in a bill that would be in keeping
with the gentleman’s own argument repeatedly made on this
floor. No man either in committee or out of committee has
been more strenuous in favor of detailed appropriations to pre-
vent the diverting of them to improper purposes, and I submit
to the gentleman that he ought to at least amend the bill to
the extent of putting in the heads that appear in this document
No. 5. That would protect us in gsome small degree.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman yield? A

Mr, TAWNEY. I yleld to the gentleman from Georgia.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, «does this bill and the
amount it carries cover either the purchase of ground or the
erection of a new bnilding?

Mr. TAWNEY. It does not.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. It can net be strained in that way?

Mr. TAWNEY. It can not be used for that purpose at all
There is no authority in the bill for it.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. One other guestion. Provided the pend-

ing census bill passes, I see that carries an amount for these

two items, the condemmnation of grounds and for the erection
of a new census building. Now, if that new bill passes as it
is now, can they draw from this fund appropriated by this bill
any of that money?

Mr. TAWNEY. They can not under any circumstances, be-
cause that is a specific appropriation for a specific object, and
they can net divert any part of the money carried in this bill—
which is appropriated for another specific purpose—io the erec-
tion of a building or the purchase of any ground.

Mr. KEIFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAWNEY., 1 yield to the gentleman from ‘Ohio.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, it is my purpose to call atten-
tion to the fact that this appropriation is necessary, whether the
pending census bill becomes a law or not. It will be remem-
bered that the census bill passed for the Twelfth Decennial Cen-
sus provided for its continuance in the taking of subsequent
censuses in the United States, so that this appropriation is
essential, whether we pass the act that is now pending in confer-
ence or not. But to further answer the suggestions made that
this proposition to appropriate $10,000,000 is too general, I call
attention, Mr. Chairman, to the concise langnage used in the
bill. It provides specifically that this appropriation shall only
be made for census “work authorized and directed by law.” I
use the language of the bill, so that it can not be said, as stated
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. S=HERLEY], that the
$10,000,000 or any particular part of it could be applied to any
part of the census work except such part as is authorized and
directed by law. In other words, this bill is simply an appro-
priation pursuant to law and can only be used in pursuance of
law, whether according to the law now in force or according
to a bill which becomes a law in a day or a week. The proposed
appropriation will have to be used as authorized and directed
by law, and not otherwise.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask the chairman of the
committee something about the last clause of the bill. That
clause provides that the Director of the Census “is authorized
to designate three commissioners, with the status of special
agents, as provided by the permanent census act, to represent
the United States in the International Commission for the Re-
vision of the Classification of Diseases and Causes of Death.”
Then it proceeds to state that there shall be chosen from the
Census Office “one from the organized medical profession and
one from the organized registration officials of the United
States.” Who constitutes the “ organized medical profession”
of the Census Office is my first inguiry?

Mr. TAWNEY. There is a gentleman in charge of the vital
statisties in the Census Office who has charge of this whole
subject, and is one of the men to be selected for the purpose
of representing the Government at this conference.

- Mr. KEIFER. Is he classified in the Census Office as a
member of the “ organized medical profession?”

Mr., TAWNEY. I think he is. i

Mr. KEIFER. I am under the impression that there is some
mistake about that, and I think there ought to be a provision
in this bill which will aveid any difficulty which may grow
out of the language used in this bill.

Mr. TAWNEY. There will be no difficulty about that, I
will say to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kemrer], for the rea-
son that that is the language which the Director of the Census
himself prepared and under which he will act.

Mr. KEIFER. I only desired at this time to call attention
to it.

Mr. LANGLEY. The language of the bill is, “ one from the
organized medical profession” and “one from the organized
registration officials of the United States.”

Mr. KEIFER. What status has the organized medical pro-
fession in the Census Office?

Mr., LANGLEY. That refers to the organized medical pro-
fession, not in the Census Office, but outside associations—the
American Medical Association and the American Public Health
Association. The chief statistician for vital statistics of the
Census Office, who is to be one of the delegates, is a member, I
understand.

Mr. KEIFER. I think the word “organized® ought to be
stricken out, because I do not think there is any organization
of the medical profession in the——

Mr. LANGLEY. I think that may be superfluous, but it
can do no harm, and may be advisable.

Mr. BURNETT. What is meant by the reference there to
the “organized registration officials of the United States?”

Mr. TAWNEY. We have an organization of registrars in
the United States, They are officials created under state laws—
I do not know that I can answer definitely as to their functions,
but they keep a record of the vital statistics of their State.
They are called registrars, and one of them is te be put on this
cominission.

Mr. BURNETT. We have registrars down in our State who
register the voters. I do not know about any registration offi—
cials of statistics, thongh. What is their business?

Mr. LANGLEY. These organizations are cooperating with the
officials of the Census Office on the subject of vital statisties,
to get uniformity of registration, and so forth.

Mr. BURNETT. Are they officials of the census?

Mr., TAWNEY. One of them.

Mr. BURNETT. I know; but these registration fellows?

Mr. TAWNEY. No; they are not.

Mr. BURNETT. They are not members of the Census Burean
at all? Then, who are they, and what are they?

Mr. TAWNEY, They are just what the bill says they are
to be.

Mr. BURNETT. That is satisfactory. The gentleman knows
more about it than I do. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask
the gentleman a gquestion. If I understand the gentleman in
charge of this bill, if this or some other appropriation is not
made, then the Census Bureau will have to be closed at the end
of this month?

Mr. TAWNEY. The Census Bureau will have to close on next
Wednesday evening unless this appropriation or seme other
bill passes between now and then, and there will be but one more
legislative day that the matter could be considered by the House,
and if we wait until next Monday, the chances are that, owing
to the situation in the Senate, it might not pass——

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Now, will the gentleman tell
the committee why the appropriation was not made by the last
Congress for the Census Bureaun for the next fiscal year?

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman from South Da-
kota that the reason is this: In the first place, it was presented
to the Committee on Appropriations, and that committee con-
cluded that the enly practical way to appropriate for taking the
next census would be in a lump sum. The appropriations for
taking all the previous censuses have been made in Inmp-sum
appropriations.

Now, in the organization of the temporary force it was pro-
posed to amalgamate the permanent force with the temporary
force during the census period of three years. That could not
be done; you could not well organize or conduct the two organi-
zations, one for a temporary purpose and the other for a per-
manent purpose, in the same organization and working on the
same identical work. For that reason it was deemed advisable,
when the legislative appropriation bill was prepared, to cut out
the permanent Census Bureau entirely from the legislative ap-
propriation bill and to include the appropriations for the per-
manent force, as well as the temporary force, in the general
appropriation for the taking of the next census.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Just one more question. How
much of this appropriation will be used between now and the
reconvening of Congress next December in the taking of this
new census over and above the usual expenses of the Census
Bareau?

Mr. TAWNEY.
question.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. The purpose of that inguiry
was to know if the adoption of a resolution continuing the
appropriation for the Census Burean in the last Congress until
the next session of Congress would be sufficient.

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say to the gentleman that would be
inexpedient; in fact, the delay thus far in securing the appro-
priations and the enactment of a law for taking the next census
will possibly necessitate the abandonment of the enumeration
from April 1, as was intended, until July 1.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Can not the genfleman in
charge of the bill give us some idea of just how much will be
used in the taking of the next census between now and next
December?

Mr. TAWNEY.

I am unable to answer the gentleman’s

I will say to the gentleman that the amount

earried in the legislative bill for the permanent Census Burean
for the current fiscal year iz a little over $1,100,000, but it will
be necessary to begin the organization at the beginning of the
next fiscal year for the taking of this census, and this appro-
priation is necessary for that purpose.
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Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. There will not be any great
expense until such time as the supervisors and the enumerators
are appointed, will there? s

Mr. LANGLEY. Yes; there will be considerable expense that
could not be met by merely continuing the permanent appro-
priation, as has been suggested. :

Mr. TAWNEY. I suppose the gentleman is aware of the law
that prevents any executive officer from making an appointment
until the appropriation has been made to compensate him for
the services for which he is to be employed. Therefore it
would be impossible, unless we carried the appropriation nec-
essary to compensate the employees that will have to be en-
gaged in taking the census, for him to employ anybody under
that general law.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.
now, can they not?

Mr. TAWNEY. They can not. °

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Why not?

Mr. TAWNEY. Because there is no appropriation for it.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. There is an appropriation for
the maintenance of the Census Bureau, is there not?

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes; but those positions are all filled now.

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota. If they are all filled and the
money is absorbed, I can appreciate that the gentleman’s state-
ment is correct.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. There is no appropriation for the per-
manent census beyond the 30th of June.

Mr. LANGLEY. The pending census bill provides that the
supervisors must be appointed not later than the 15th of Octo-
ber. That provision has been agreed upon by both Houses,
and that is one of the reasons why the gentleman's suggestion
can not be adopted. I could give others.

Mr. TAWNEY. I will state that under the general law it
is not possible for an executive officer to appoint a man to a

- position until an appropriation has been made to compensate
him for the service.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I want to say to the gentle-
man from Minnesota that I have always heretofore followed
him in matters of appropriations, but I am in sympathy with
what the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SHERLEY] says, namely,
that this is rather an unusunal proceeding for him to bring
before the House.

Mr. TAWNEY. I will say, Mr. Chairman, in answer to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Sperrey] and the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. Burke], that I am as much opposed
to lump-sum appropriations as they are, or any other Member
of this House, when such appropriations are for an established
gervice—one that has existed long enough to enable the depart-
ment to classify and estimate accurately the annual cost of
such service. But in the performance of this service, the taking
of our census, it is absolutely impossible, in my judgment, to
estimate or to appropriate specifically for all branches of that
service. It is in the nature of a temporary service, involving
a great variety of subjects in organizing for it. It is also a
fact that Congresses in the past when appropriating money for
the taking of the census have found the same difficulty that we
have in trying to segregate these items and appropriate for
them specifically.

Mr. SHERLEY. Does the gentleman- mean to tell the com-
mittee that he considers it impossible to have a detail, for in-
stance, as to the money that should be expended for rent of
quarters?

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes; it is impossible—absolutely impossi-
ble—at this time to do it, unless the estimate were so as to
cover any and all possible contingencies.

Mr. SHERLEY. I am not speaking of this time. I am speak-
ing of the position that he has permitted himself and his party
to get into. I am speaking of the position that the committee
might have taken by having hearings on the different matters.
The answer to the gentleman comes from the report of the
department itself, which does give the details, and which at
the proper time I shall seek to embody by amendment in this
bill.

Mr. LANGLEY. The department recommended that this
lump-sum plan be adopted.

Mr. SHERLEY. Every department in Washington recom-
mends a lump sum, and Congress has fought for years to pre-
vent lump-sum appropriations, because they always lead to ex-
travagance and misuse of funds.

Mr. LANGLEY. But it can not be itemized in this instance.

Mr. SHERLEY. That is simply nonsense. What big mystery
hedges about the Census Bureau and its work that it should
be excepted from all the well-known safeguards connected with
legislation?

They can make appointments

" Mr. LANGLEY. No man can tell now how many clerks, for
instance, even within a few hundred, that will be necessary
from time to time in the taking of the census.

Mr. SHERLEY. That is a fact not unknown to every Member
of the House.

Mr. LANGLEY., Baut it is a fact.

Mr. SHERLEY. Of course it is a fact; but you do not appro-
priate down to a penny; we will be appropriating deficiencies
all the time. The gentleman from Minnesota himself has
served notice that he intends to bring in a bill covering some
of the deficiencies. But because you can not mathematically
determine the number and give the names of all employees that
are to be provided for in this appropriation of $10,000,000, is
the department to be left entirely free and their judgment to be
taken instead of that of Congress?

Mr. LANGLEY. There are a great many that are in the per-
ixt:lanent force, and the existing law will govern the salaries for

em. .

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. LANGLEY. I take it that my colleague is as likely to
be mistaken as I am.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
question.

Mr. TAWNEY. I yield to the gentleman;

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The amount carried in this bill
is $10,000,000, as I understand it. How much was carried in
the bill of ten years ago?

Mr. TAWNEY. The first appropriation was $1,000,000, and
subsequently it was made $9,000,000—$10,000,000 altogether,
The total cost of taking the last census was $12,500,000.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, you said that this estimate
for $10,000,000 was sent to the last Congress?

Mr, TAWNEY. Yes, sir; and has been sent to this Congress,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Well, they were made up during
the last administration?

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The extravagant administration.
[Laughter.] That was before the economical streak had struck
the present administration, was it not? [Laughter.]

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, I want to ask you another
question, It is stated in the papers that the Secretary of War
has lopped $46,000,000 off the estimates for the army next time,
and that the Secretary of the Navy has lopped off $22,000,000
from the estimates for the navy. Now, if you were to turn this
over to the gentlemen down at the Census Bureau, might they
not scale this down a couple of millions on the same principle
of economy ruling now?

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will pardon me, I will read
what the director said:

This is the exact amount appropriated at the beginning of the last
decennial census, $1,000,000 having been appropriated in the Twelfth
Census act of March 3, 1809, and $9,000,000 in the sundry civil bill
of June 6, 1000. The coming census is a larger undertaking than the
last one, and the initial appropriation should be at least as large as
ten years ago, to avoid all danger of deficiency.

Then I have here a letter from the present Secretary of the
Interior.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What date was that letter?

Mr. TAWNEY. That letter is dated March 20, 1809.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That was the one you just read?

Mr. TAWNEY. March 20, 1909. To the Secretary of Com-
merce and Labor.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Who wrote that letter?

Mr. TAWNEY. Director North.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He is out.

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes, sir; he is out.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Maybe the new one is more eco-
nomical than he.

Mr. TAWNEY. And in this letter he says:

This estimate was accompanied by an itemized statement, made by
the Director of the Census, of the probable“cost of the Thirteenth Cen-
sus, which is annexed hereto. This estimate puts the approximate cost
of the work at $12,930,000, to which is added 51,18‘:‘.3}00 required to
carry on the annual statistical work of the bureau during the three-
gggr}f%cg&?lui period, making the total sum required for that purpose

The director urged that the entire amount be appropriated at once,
to be continuously available until June 30, 1912, In view of the fact
that the deficiency in the revennes of the Government is likely to be
somewhat larger than was anticipated, it Is now suggested tgat the
appropriation be limited fo the expenses that must be incurred during
the fiscal year beginning July 1, next.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, it was Mr. North who wrote
that letter? :

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Was he not fired, partly on the
ground that he was too extravagant in his estimates?

I want to ask the gentleman a
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Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know on what ground he was fired,
or whether he was fired at all, but I do know it was not on ac-
count of extravagance. I know the Secretary of Commerce and
Labor transmitted Mr. North's letter to the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury transmitted it to
Congress, and since the new director has been appointed Secre-
tary Nagel has approved of Mr. North’s estimates as originally
submitted.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
erib at any rate, was he not? g

Mr. SHERLEY. What was the amount of the first appropri-
ation of the census ten years ago?

Mr. TAWNEY. One million dollars was carried in the law
authorizing the taking of the census.

Mr. SHERLEY. And the large sum appropriated did not
follow until the next sundry civil bill.

Mr. TAWNEY. That was the lump-sum appropriation earried
in the sundry ecivil bill for the fiscal year preceding the taking
of the census.

Mr. SHERLEY. Now, will the gentleman from Minnesota
explain this language of his witness, Mr, North? On page 3
of this report Mr. North says:

This is the exact amount appropriated at the beginning of the last
decennial census, $1,000,000 having been appropriated in the Twelfth
Census act of March 3, 18909, and $9,000,000 in the sundry civil biil
of June 6, 1900. The coming census is a larger undertaking than the
last one, and the initial agnproprlation should be at least as large as
ten years £go, to avoid all danger of deficiency.

Now the gentleman is asking that it be ten times as much as
it was ten years ago.

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman from Kentucky can not see
any distinction between the conditions at the time the law
passed authorizing the taking of the census, when a million
dollars was appropriated, and the conditions which obtain now,
when there is no money appropriated at all and when we are
on the eve of beginning to take the census, I am unable to
enlighten him.

Mr. SHERLEY. The gentleman from Kentucky will say that
he is unable to see how it would be possible to expend between
now and the time when Congress will be in regular session
$10,000,000, and I ask the gentleman if he believes that that
sum or anything like it could be expended?

Mr. TAWNEY. During the next fiscal year?

Mr. SHERLEY. I did not say that. I said between now and
the time we will meet in regular session when the appropriation
committee can deal with this subject.

Mr. TAWNEY. Does the gentleman mean to say that the

He was separated from the public

Director of the Census or the Secretary of Commerce and Labor |

would be authorized to appeint men under the existing census
law, or under the law which is now proposed to be enacted, if
it is enacted, without an appropriation having first been made
therefor?

Mr. SHERLEY. No.

Mr. TAWNEY. , How would the department prepare for tak-
ing the census if we had to walit for the beginning of the work
of preparation until next January?

Mr. SHERLEY. I did not say that we should walt until
then. I did say they only need money enough to pay for the
beginning of the work and not for all of the work.

Mr, TAWNEY. They have to select their enumerators; they
have to select supervisors and the entire field" force.

A Mewmper. But they do not have to pay them.

My, TAWNEY. No; but he can not appoint them until the
appropriation is made.

Mr., SHERLEY. The gentleman from Minnegota knows that
there will be nothing like $10,000,000 needed for the payment
of salaries of the men who will be appointed to office between
now and the 1st of January.

Mr. MACON rose. 4

Mr. TAWNEY. I will yield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MACON. In response to what the gentleman from Minne-
gota has just said, I would like to ask him if he thinks that if
Congress were to pass a law creating a particular office with
a salary of $5,000 a year, the President would not be authorized
to fill that office by appointment until after the appropriation
was made?

Mr. TAWNEY. No; he would not be authorized to appoint
him.

Mr. MACON. Then, the appropriation carries the authority
and not the law authorizing the appropriation, according to the
gentleman’s statement. X

Mr. TAWNEY. No; not at all. No executive officer can ap-
point a man to a position in the government service without au-
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thority of law, and not then until the appropriation has been
made for his compensation. :

Mr. MACON. I will ask the gentleman if he does not think
that the enumerators could be tacitly engaged and the super-
visors agreed upon with their salaries to begin next January?

Mr. TAWNEY. What for? Why should we do that; why
should we put ourselves into such a ridiculous position ?

Mr. MACON. In response to the gentleman from Minnesota,
I ask why we put ourselves in the ridiculous position of tying
up $10,000,000 in anticipation of something that is going to
happen many months in the future, when the next regular
session of Congress could pass a law to take care of that sit-
uation?

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for the reading of the
bill.

Mr, GILLETT rose.

Mr. TAWNEY, I will yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts,

Mr. GILLETT. I think I will be recognized in my own time.

Mr. TAWNEY. Then I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, I dislike exceedingly to
criticise anything that comes from the late chairman of the late
committee of which I was lately a member. But there is one
phase of this bill to which I wish to direct the attention of
the committee, and that is that if this appropriation passes as
suggested, we have passed a census bill. We have made an ap-
propriation of $10,000,000, and the present existing census bill
is in force. Now, I suppose everybody admits that the census
bill which is now with the conferees is better than the present
census law except in one particular, and I suppose the majority
of the House and the majority of the Senate think that the old
census bill is better in the particular that it gives to the House
and to the Senate the patronage. Now, it is perfectly obvious
that if four of the conferees, for instance, prefer the old bill to
the pending bill, all they have to do, if we pass this appropria-
tion, is to sit quietly, refuse to make any report, and then the
appropriation is made for taking the census under the old bill.

The House and the Senate have the patronage under that
bill, as they did before, and if nothing affirmative is done ex-
cept this appropriation they will still have the patronage for
the coming census. I donotcharge that that is the programme,
but I think that if it was the purpose of anybody to effect
that result, if anybody wished and cared more for the patron-
age than for the improvements of the new bill, they would
adopt this very scheme which is now being carried out,

Mr. HAY. Will the gentleman yield? ;

Mr, GILLETT. Yes.

Mr. HAY. Could not the President, under the bill providing
for the taking of the Twelfth Census, which the gentleman says
might be the bill to take the Thirteenth Census, issue an execu-
tive order putting all those employees under civil service?

Mr. GILLETT. I can not answer offhand whether he could
or not, but that of course is an evasion, because the contest
that went on in this House over that question of patronage did
not admit any such possibility. As I say, I do not charge that
is the purpose, but I do say that if there was a purpose to
accomplish that result, this is the natural way that purpose
would be carried out.

Mr. CRUMPACKER.
terruption?

Mr. GILLETT. Yes; not for an interruption, but for a ques-
tion. The gentleman ecan take the floor in his own time.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Will the gentleman yield me a minute
or two later on? .

Mr. GILLETT. Yes. :

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILLETT. Yes.

Mr. SCOTT. The gentleman has suggested what might hap-
pen if this procedure is followed. Will he advise the committee
what procedure he would recommend as a substitute?

Mr, GILLETT. Certainly. The procedure I would recom-
mend is this: I admit that an appropriation should be made im-
mediately, but there is no need of making an appropriation of
$10,000,000, and I would suggest this, that we continue the
present appropriations for one month or appropriate $100,000,
which is all that is required to carry it on for one month, and
then let us find out whether the pending census bill is going to
become a law or not. If it does, we can then pass this appro-
priation. If it does not become a law, let us make the appro-
priation openly and not covertly attain this end. The whole
progress of this census bill has evinced a sort of unwillingness
to face the patronage issue, and I confess might make g sus-
picious person think that this was another attempt to evade it.

Will the gentleman yield for an in-




3778

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

JUNE 24,

I remember very well when the census bill first eame up a year
ago last winter and we reached the section just preceding the
gection which provided for the patronage. On that immaterial
section I remember I was surprised at the amount of trivial
amendments which were offered and debated. I could not
understand it. Then I noticed that the committee rose before
the usual hour, and the next day, when the section treating of
patronage should have been reached, the bill was not called np.
It was not called up again that whole session, and it occurred to
me, and undoubtedly to others, that this was possibly because
Members of the House—we were then just before an election—
did not care, some of them, to face their constituents after hav-
ing voted for patronage, and that therefore it was allowed to go
over to the next year, after election. 8o the bill slumbered all
of that session. The next year after election it was taken np.
We had the contest over the question of patronage and it was
declded both by the Senate and the House that we should
keep it.

The bill went to the President and came back with his veto.
That veto was, if we can judge by the press, overwhelmingly
and almost unanimously sustained by public opinion. Public
opinion, if the newspapers were a fair gauge, did not think that
the House and the Senate ought to divide among themselves
the patronage of these clerks. What course was taken upon
that veto? Ordinarily, when a veto comes in, we immediately
have a vote to see whether it can be passed by a two-thirds
vote over the President’s veto, but that did not happen here.
For the first time I remember since I have been in Congress a
motion was made that the veto message be referred to the com-
mittee. What the purpose of that was, I can only suspect, but
it may have been to count noses and to find out whether a two-
thirds vote could be obtained, and if it could not, that men need
not subject themselves to the apparent unpopularity which the
press had evinced would follow from voting against the Presi-
dent's veto. I suspect they found it would not pass Congress.
It slumbered, and the bill was never brought up again that
session. They walited, I presume, for the incoming President,
to see if he would have different views on the subject, and would
allow what the House and Senate desired. It was found that
he had not, that he had the same opinions as his predecessor
in this respect, and therefore the bill was passed by the House
and Senate with the provision that the President desired.

Then it went to the conferees, and it has slumbered there
either in conference or on the Speaker's table until now, the
24th of June. For the last six weeks, I think, it has been on
the Speaker’s table. It could have been called up at any time,
and in my opinion ought to have been called up; but here we
have been dragging along all summer, doing nothing, and the
census bill was not taken up until last Monday ; and now, on the
very last of June, the last day, as the gentleman from Min-
nesota says, when action must be taken, it is brought up, and
the House is told we must appropriate this money because it
is so Inte. As I say, it looks to me as if a suspicious person
might think it has been done for the purpose of having a
new census taken under the old census law, so that the House
and Senate might again have the patronage. If this bill had
gone quietly through and no question had been raised, and
then the conferees, for instance, had disagreed or one House
refused to pass the bill, the old law would have been in force,
and- probably nothing would have been thought ahout it:; but
1 think it is my duty to call the attention of the House to the
result that would follow, that might follow, if this bill was
passed, and I think——

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr, GILLETT. I think we on this side of the Chamber,
who are responsible for legislation, would not stand well be-
fore the country if we in such a way as this evaded the issue—
did not dare to face it—and in this indirect method give our-
selves patronage which we apparently did not dare to give
oursgelves directly. Now, I think the gentleman from Minne-
sota ought to amend his resolution. I think he ought simply
to make an appropriation continuing the present appropria-
tions for a month, or appropriating some sum, something like
$100,000, which is ample for a month, and then after that let
us wait and see what the conferees of the census do; and then
we can vote knowingly and openly, and there will be no possi-
bility of any indirection or stealth.

Mr. BUTLER., What the gentleman says is generally to the
point and always impresses us, but it does not reach me this
time. I understand the gentleman to apprehend if we pass this
Dill and make an appropriation of $10,000,000 it might in some
way sort of asphyxiate the conferees, In which event we would be
compelled to take the census under the old law. Do I under-
stand the gentleman correctly? Do the conferees have in them
now the power to indefinitely postpone action on the bill?

Mr. GILLETT. I would not use such disrespectful language
to my distingunished fgiend from Indiana, but the gentleman has
suggested what I think might resuit.
mlh{[r.?BUTLER. Is it desirable that we should have the census

en

Mr. GILLETT. I think it is.

Mr. BUTLER. Have we any way by which we can move
these conferees to action? Will the passage of this appropri-
ation with the enormous sum of $10,000,000, does the gentleman
think, have any effect upon the conferees and be likely to put
them to sleep politically?

Mr. GILLETT. The gentleman has not followed my remarks
if he does not appreciate that I said a suspicious person might
think just that would happen.

Mr. BUTLER. I understand. I wish to ask him a further
question. Do yon think we should take the census——

Mr. GILLETT. Saurely.

Mr. BUTLER. The Constitution reqguires us to take the
census, and if the conferees do not report we will have to take
it under the old law. A

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. BUTLER. And this money will be necessary to pay the
expenses under the old law. They must be paid under either
the new law or the old law?

Mr. GILLETT. Certainly.

Mr. BUTLER. Now, if we appropriate $100,000, does the gen-
tleman think the Director of the Census would be justified in
making these appointments and preparing for this great work?

Mr. GILLETT. Why, Mr. Chairman, of course the appro-
priation of $100,000 just covers one month and is to be followed
by another appropriation for another month and year.

Mr. BUTLER. But my friend will pardon me; we will not
be in session another month,

Mr. GILLETT. Indeed we will

Mr. BUTLER. Oh, no; it is not anticipated by anybody that
the session will be prolonged. We will be sure to go away by
the 1st or the middle of July. :

Mr. GILLETT. We will have plenty of time before we get
away to pass an appropriation bill for the census. It would be
done undoubtedly by unanimous consent. Nobody would object.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Will the gentleman venture an
explanation as to why they did not pass that bill over Roose-
velt's veto?

Mr. GILLETT. I do not know why they did not.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Did it not grow out of the unfor-
tunate habit he had of fighting back?

Mr, GILLETT. T do not know. I was noton the committee.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Do you think that patronage is
really a thing that is calculated to increase a man’s strength
in his own district?

Mr. GILLETT. Being a Yankee, I will retort by asking you
if you do mnot think a majority of this House want the pa-
tronage?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I hardly think they do. I will
tell you what I do think. I think this effort to concentrate
this census force here in the District of Columbia is a propo-
sition upon which, if you were to go to the country with it, you
would get beaten 100 to 1. You ean not remodel human
nature, and it is human nature that the young folks out
in the country want to come here to get a sight of Wash-
ington. As far as a man making himself unpopular at home by
providing for a chance for those people to come here, it would
rather tend to make him popular, and this opinion that you
gather out of this press that you are talking about is from the
papers in the big cities. Well, T suppose they may represent
the public sentiment of the cities, but they do not represent
the public sentiment on that question or any other question
when you get out of the big cities. And as far as I am indi-
vidually congerned, I feel this way about it.

I know it does not strengthen the man at home to have pat-
ronage, and yet, nevertheless and notwithstanding, there are a
great many young men and women in the country who believe
that it would do them good to get these places; and we se-
cured just as good a set under the last census as we are going
to get under this census, even if the conferees should bring in
a bill to turn it all over to the civil service.

I take it that every Senator and Member would take pride in
securing the best-equipped young men and women among his
constitutents.

I will give my experience. I had three appointees for the
Census Department. One of them was a young lady who was a
good school-teacher before she came here. When she went back
home she got a better place in which to teach school. Another
one was a young man, to whom I explained, when he came here,
what became of the government clerks, At the end of about
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six months he came to me and said he was going to be pro-
moted to $100 a month; that he had a proposition from his
brother to go home and go into the mercantile business, I
asked him what he was going to do in the world, and he replied
that he was going to be a merchant. I said to him, “ You go
and buy your ticket home before you go down there and settle
in the Census Office, If you go down there first, you will die
of old age in this town.” He took my advice and went home.
He now owns the house in which he lives; he owns half of a
good stock of goods; and last summer he had $3,600 in the
bank. The third one I appointed at $75 per month, and he
proved efficient, was put on the permanent force, and was
finally promoted to $125, was sent out over the country to
examine into the mining business, and learned so much about
it that he resigned his $125 place and opened a broker’s office,
I doubt very much whether there are three people in the census
who came out any better than they did.

I am heartily in favor of an honest merit system, but am
opposed to taking the big end of the census force from the
District of Columbia.

Mr. GILLETT. I did not intend to start a discussion on a
matter that we have thrashed out =o often in the House, on the
merits of the civil service. It is absolutely unnecessary to pass
this appropriation now and by and by find out that there has no
other census bill been passed. I think this appropriation ought
to wait until we know whether the Census Committee is going
to agree, and whether the two Houses are going to pass the bill
There is plenty of time after that, and there is no need at all
of this $10,000,000 being passed now. All we need is enough to
last us until Congress adjourns.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, I have a pretty fair
knowledge of the history of the present census bill, and I knew
as much, perhaps, as any other Member of the House about the
bill that was vetoed by President Roosevelt in the last Congress,
I am not ready to admit that in the consideration of that bill
by the House the question of patronage was any considerable
factor.

The Committee on Census undertook to adjust the merit
system of appointments to the peculiar requirements of the
Census Office during the decennial period. The Committee on
Census undertook to provide business methods; it undertook
to incorporate into the bill a little ordinary business sense in
selecting clerks and employees. Congress approved the bill
finally. It was vetoed on the ground, mainly, that it was said
to be a return to the spoils system of appointments, and some
reflection was made in the veto message upon the “ professional
politician.” I believe, Mr. Chairman, that as between the pro-
fessional reformer and the professional politiclan there is but
little of choice from a business standpoint. One is as imprac-
ticable as the other is wnpatriotic. In my judgment the bill
that was passed last winter in relation to the manner of appoint-
ments and the business aspect of the service was a better bill
than that which is pending to-day. I think there would have
been but little abuse of the appointing power under it.

The gentleman from Masachusetts has referred to the practice
of making appointments in the Census Office for the Twelfth
Census. Why, the Director of the Census is an executive
officer ; he is appointed by the President, subject to removal by
the President at any time, and the President has a large meas-
ure of control over his administration. . We have a right, Mr.
Chairman, to assume that the Director of the Census, in the ex-
ecution of discretionary matters reposed in him, reflects the
policies of the Chief Magistrate. I have no question of that
being the case in the Twelfth Census. President McKinley at
that time, I happen to know, secured appointments for over a
hundred applicants in the Census Office upon his written request
without examination. I think you will find down in the archives
of the Census Office to-day a record of over a hundred appoint-
ments that were made at his request in that manner. The office
was being conducted according to the idea of the President. It
will be in any administration so far as discretionary matters
are concerned. But that is past now.

We have framed the census bill, as far as possible, to con-
form with the view of the President upon the question of ap-
pointments.

Now, this bill was introduced by me early in the present ses-
sion of Congress. There is no Committee on the Census; and
at the very first opportunity I had the bill considered by the
House. It went through the House; it went to the Senate, and
that august body added 30 or 40 amendments to the bill. It
came back to the House and was readily sent to conference,
and in a short time a conference report was made to the two
Houses of Congress, showing an agreement upon all disputed
propositions. The Senate, under the practice, had to act upon

the report first, and it refused to ratify it, and so notified the
House; and at the very first session of the House after that
action on the part of the Senate, I moved that the House further
insist upon its disagreement to the Senate amendments and
agree to the conference. That motion was being discussed
when the question of order was made that there was no quorum
present ; and it was ascertained that a quorum was not present.

Mr, GILLETT. May I ask the gentleman when that was?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That was over two months ago.

Mr. GILLETT. Thank you.

Mr. CRUMPACKER (continuing). And there have been but
two occasions since then that there has been a quorum present.

Mr. GILLETT. Is it not possible at any time by simply a
whip notice to have a quorum?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I submitted that suggestion to those
who were best informed respecting the situation, and it was
deemed unwise to bring men who had gone to their homes in
different parts of the country back here to make a quorum
simply to put this bill in conference, when everybody knew
Members would be compelled to come back in the course of a
few weeks for the final disposition of the tariff bill; and that
is the reason the bill was recently acted on in the House. The
fault, if there is any fault, is with Members of the House who
were absent so that business could not be transacted.

Mr. SIMS and Mr. GILLETT rose.

Mr. SIMS. Is it not a fact that the chairman of the com-
- mittee—or the gentleman who would have been the chairman,
and has been, the gentleman from Indiana—did not present
this matter largely because there seemed to be some sort of
a controversy or investigation going on primarily about the
Director of the Census, and is not that the primary reason why
you did not press it?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is not the primary reason why
I did not press it. There was no quorum here, and I stated
repeatedly that whenever there was a quorum present the bill
would be called up for consideration. There has been no
secrecy about the matter,

Mr. GILLETT. May I suggest that my opinion is that if
the whip had sent out notice to Members in Washington, with-
out bringing them from their homes, there would have been a
quorum? The gentleman from Indiana has not attempted it;
they have attempted it for other things and have sueceeded.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The gentleman from Massachusetis
goes too far when he says that I have not attempted it. I know
what I have done; I know the men in connection with the
House organization to whom I have gone and whom I have
consulted, and have been advised that it would not be prudent
to attempt to bring Members back here from their homes in the
country, and that there was no quorum in the city; that a
quorum would be here when we came to dispose of the tariff
bill. But a week or more ago, seeing that the time was getting
short and that it was necessary that there ghould be some legis-
lation upon this subject, we had a quorum summoned here last
Monday.

Mr. GILLETT. Notice was sent out for a quorum last Mon-
day, was there not?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; because the time was approach-
ing when we found it was necessary to provide for the ap-
propriation for the office for the next fiscal year.

Mr. CARLIN. I would like to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CARLIN. Is there any likelihood that the conferees on
the census bill will not report at this session?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I think the conferees that have been
named by the House, who were members of the Committee on
the Census in the last Congress and in the Congress before,
are as earnest and sincere in their desire for general census
legislation as even the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Grererr], and I think perhaps more so. They appreciate the
necessity of having a new law for the taking of the Thirteenth
Census, agd I have not any sort of question but that in one or
two conférences-there will be a complete agreement, whether
this appropriation bill goes through or not. The suggestion
made by the gentleman from Massachusetts therefore would
have no coercive power over the committee, and particularly
now since it has been advertised that that is what it is done
for. If the House should adopt his recommendation, it would
put the conferees in a position of some degree of embarrassment.

Mr. TAWNEY. I would like to ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will yield.

Mr. TAWNEY. Of course it would be possible to pass
a joint resolution extending the appropriation and make it
available after the 1st of the month, but in that event we
would have two appropriations available for the payment of
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the expenses of running the Census Bureau during the first
month of the next fiscal year, and we would have a eomplica-
tion also with regard to the accounting.

I made an investigation yesterday when the gentleman from
Massachusetts first suggested it to me, and found that it would
eomplieate their accounts and involve an entire change in their
system because of the faet that under one law they could ex-
pend the money for a permanent force, and under another law
spend the money at the same time for that foree, and so they
did not want a duplicate of the appropriation.

Mr. CARLIN. I want to state to the gentleman a fact that
may have been overlooked. The act of 1899 was the act under
which the census was taken, and subsequent to that there was
an act of Congress passed in 1903 by the construction of which
the Attorney-General has determined that the Census Bureau
was placed under the Department of Commerce and Labor.
That was in relation to a seal. If that construction prevails,
then the Census Bureau is under the Department of Commerce
and Labor.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I want to say to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. CABLIN], that the law expressly makes the Census
Office a bureau in the Department of Commerce and Labor, and
the civil-service law is made applicable to the permanent Census
Office. There is no question about that.

Mr. CARLIN. Is the gentleman familiar with the deeision
of the Attorney-General on that subject?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I am familiar with the legislation, for
I was a member of the committee when it was passed.

Mr. CARLIN. The act of 1899 gave the Director of the Cen-
gus power to adopt a seal, and when the act of 1903 was passed
it was determined that the Bureau of the Census had been put
under the Department of Commerce and Labor, and that the
Census Bureau could not adopt the seal, but the Department of
Commerce and Labor could do it,

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, I do not know anything about the
seal question.

Mr. CARLIN. And that, therefore, the Civil Service Commis-
sion will make all of these appointments.

Mr. LANGLEY. That was simply an administrative ques-
tion in the department. I remember all about that ease. It re-
lated entirely to the respective powers of the director and the
Secretary. There is no question about the Census Office being
a part of the Department of Commerce and Labor. The law
plainly fixes that.

Mr. HAMER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, CRUMPACKER. Yes.

Mr. HAMER. I desire to inquire whether or not under the
existing law any provision is made for civil-service examina-
tion?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. No. There is this provision: The ex-
isting law authorizes the Director of the Census to make ap-
pointments under such examination as he may prescribe.
That is the law. That is for the decennial census. In the per-
manent Census Office the civil-service law is made expressly
applicable. There can be no appointment made in the permanent
Census Office except through the civil-service law. Right on
that point, I have no doubt at all that the President, by exec-
utive order, could require every appointee during the decennial
census period, under existing law, to be appointed under the
civil-serviee law. The President could issue an order requiring
the Director of the Census to require a rigid test of efficiency,
and require him to select clerks and employees in the order of
rating, without any regard to question of geographical appor-
tionment. There is that aspect of the question to be considered.
If the census should be taken under the present law, I have no
doubt about what would be the outcome. I have held confer-
ences enough with men in authority to know about what would
be done; that is, the Civil Service Commission would conduct
the examinations. ¥

A rigid efficiency test would be established. The merit sys-
tem would be established, abrogating the geographjcal appor-
tionment rule, because I understand the President and the Sec-
retary of the Department of Commerce and Labor and the
Director of the Census are all protesting vigorously against the
rigid amendment that the House agreed to on Monday of this
week, providing for the geographieal distribution of elerks and
employees in the temporary Census Office.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman say that the
President is protesting vigorously against that action of the
House and Senate?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, I will not say that.

Mr. BIMS. That is just what the gentleman has said.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, I will correct that statement in
revising my remarks. [Laughter.] I will not say that. I have
no right to speak for the President. Of course, a Member of

the House ought not to quote the President if he has had any
personal conversation with him, or make any reference to the
attitude of the President on matters of legislation. There is
only one way in which the President can properly protest against
legislation, and that is by the exercise of his constitutional
power to veto. I have never discussed the amendment referred
to with the President.

Mr. SIMS. I am glad I mentioned the matter, because the
gentleman had put the President in a pretty close place by his
statement.

Mr. BUTLER. Well, rub it out and let us geton. [Laughter.]

Mr. CRUMPACKER. In conclusion, I want to say to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Giurerr] that the conferees
on the part of the House will endeavor in good faith to bring
about an agreement with the conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate at as early a date as practicable. Whether this bill is
passed or not, we will do our duty, and I have no doubt of our
ability to reach an agreement. We reached an agreement be-
fore, and the House on Monday took out of consideration the
most serious question in dispute, so that there will be Jess
difficulty in getting together than there was in the former con-
ference. We had better accept all the Senate amendments than
to take the census under the present law, for a good many
reasons.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes.

Mr. COLE. I just want to ask one question. Are these addi-
tional eclerks in the Census Department to be appointed in rela-
tion to the quota of the different States as they already exist,
or are they to be appointed in addition to and supplementary to
the quotas?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not know, and I do not think any-
body can answer that question.

. Mr. LANGLEY. I think I ean answer that question. If it
gt

Mr. COLE. I want the opinion of the chairman of the com-
mittee. I want to state this fact: If this is to be in addition to
the quota, of course each State will have its proper proportion ;
if it is to be supplementary to the quotas as they already stand,
Porto Rico will have 40 appointments under this law and New
York will have none. Maryland will bave none, Virginia will
have none, Delaware will have none—in fact, 37 States out of
the 52 have more than their quota at the present time.

Mr. CRUMPACEKER. The gentleman must remember that
this is a purely academic proposition now. We have already
settled that question. It is no longer in conference. It is no
longer open to controversy. The Senate incorporated that amend-
ment in the bill, and on Monday last the House agreed to it in
the identical terms in which it was incorporated in the bill, so
there is nothing gained by attempting to analyze that amend-
ment now.

Mr. COLE. Under the provisions of this law, on page 5, from
line 7 to 12, I think it admits of two different constructions.
One is that they are to be appointed in contemplation of the
guotas already in existence, and the other as supplementary to
and in addition thereto. i

If that construction is to be placed upon the law, each State
will have its proportion of these census appointments, but
Porto Rico and a few of the smaller places of the country will
have a monopoly on all of the appointments under the new
census law.

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. That language is in the
original bill and not in the amendment with which the gentle-
man from Ohio dealt. That was not covered by our agreement
on last Monday.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; last Monday we incorporated the
amendment requiring every applicant to be examined in the
State.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. That is not the part the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CorE] referred to——

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. The part referred to by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CorE] is the language in lines
10, 11, 12, and 13 of the original bill, “ the selections are to be
made in conformity with the law of apportionment as now pro-
vided for the classified service in the order of rating.”

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I beg the gentleman’s pardon, that is
not part of the original bill. That was pat in in the House on
motion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. StERLING]. He pro-
posed that amendment when the bill was first considered in the
House. I opposed the proposition, but was voted down.

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. But it was in the bill as
passed by the House, and the present question raised by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CoLE] arises under that language and
not out of the amendment which was before us on last Mon-

day.
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Mr. CRUMPACKER. They are both history now, they are
both agreed to by the two Houses, and the question is no longer
within the jurisdiction ef the conferees.

Mr. GILLETT. Mr, Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, I shall net enter upon any

discussion of the original census bill, I prefer to speak to the
matter before the Honse. I shall not even echo the suspicions
and veiled accusations made by the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Gmurerr] against his political col-
leagues, The excitement that is aroused whenever the subject
of patronage in connection with the census comes up is suffi-
cient without my lending my voice to the turmoil. I desire to
call the committee’s attention to the condition in which it finds
itself, and I want those responsible for that condition to take
the responsibility. We are told now by the former distingnished
chairman, and I hope the next chairman, of the Committee on
Appropriations that we must pass this bill in its crude form,
otherwise the fiscal year will have expired and a new one will
have commenced without any provision having been made for
the taking of the mext census. Now, if that condition had
necessarily arisen, we might follow the gentleman, though re-
luctantly ; but when the management of this House is respon-
gible for that sort of condition arising, without the slightest
excuse, then I submit that it comes with poor grace for the
gentleman to urge it as a reason why we should disregard all
‘the safeguards that have heretofore been thought necessary in
regard to appropriations. It has been notorious that the House
has done nothing for weeks past, waiting for the passage .of the
tariff 'bill through the Senate, when it would be again consid-
ered by the House. No reason except the pleasure of the
Speaker and of the powers that be has prevented the appoint-
ment of a commitiee to consider this matter. If it be so
heinous a ‘erime during the consideration of a tariff bill to
appoint the usual committees -of the House, it might at least
have been in order to appoint a special committee to take some
testimony and have some hearings in regard to this matter.
~ The country is confronted to-day with a deficit, and the Presi-
dent sends a special message for unusual forms of taxation to
be piled upon the people in order to make good that deficit, and
here the House of Representatives proposes.to vote $10,000,000
without the slightest sort of restriction upon its expenditure
wother than the statement that it must be expended in the prepa-
.ration for and in the taking of the next census. I submit
that such legislative conduct can not be justified by anybody at
any time. It would have been easy to have brought in a bill,
~after proper hearings were had, with such detail as to prevent
a diverting of apprepriations. The gentleman from Minnesota
and the gentleman from Kentucky say that that is impossible as
to the census bill. We are discovering every day that there is
some wondrous mystery about it; that it is of such peculiar
nature that the ordinary rules of life and conduct no longer
-apply to it; and we are discovering that it is pretty difficult
to find anybody to take hold of the thing and run it. Now, there
was submitted to the House a report (Document No. §5) from
the Secretary of the Treasury, which contained a statement
from the then Director of the Census. In that is given a
somewhat detailed statement of $9,949,000 of money that it is
said will be needed in the taking of the next census. Even to
put that into the bill would be doing something; and, as I
stated a while ago, at the proper time I shall offer an amend-
ment itemizing to that extent this appropriation.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. TAWNEY] says it is im-
poss;ihle to wrongly spend ithis money. Let us see. The bill
Teads:

That ther
0t Otheriss SUPRIATL, o Saletics and Sormar ey T
Bic United States; ront’ of Smce anastere Ton earryiog oo ta ity
decennial census period all other census work authoriged and directed
by law, Including purchase, rental, construction, repair, and excha
of mechanical appliances, to continne available until June ‘80, 1912,
$10,000,000.

Now, take one single item fhat is mentioned there, namely,
* including purchase, rental, construction, repair, and exchange
of mechanical appliances.” How long ago was it when we had
a scandal growing up in the Post-Office Department out of the
buying of supplies? Is there any more open place, if men
wanted to expend money wrongfully, than through that pro-
vision? Machines can be bought ad libitum, with no limitation
upon the amount of money expended for the machines or appli-
ances. But the gentleman can reply that these men will not
do it. If that be true, if you are going to legislate on the theory
of homesty and efficiency in all of your public officials, then
-every check that exists in the Constitution and every detail
that is written into our laws here is a waste of time and an
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dimputation upen the integrity of mankind. But, unfortunately,
we know that departments need to be watched to prevent ex-
travagance, and ‘sometimes, unfortunately, wrongdoing. And I
submit that to ask us to pass this bill without any restriction,
when there has been no reason whatsoever why we should be
‘put in this position, is to ask an unreasonable thing. We could
easily appropriate a limited sum, running along for a month
or two, or, if necessary, running six months, until we would
have the regular committees and the regular hearings. But
there is a great eagerness disclosed, and those gentlemen who
are the special advocates of the census bill are particularly
‘busy on the floor to suggest that there should be no restriction
upon the moneys appropriated, that the nature of the work is
of such a character as to make such a division and detail im-
possible.

Now, without detaining the committee further, if the amend-
ment to be offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
GrnrerT], limiting the amount to a small sum for temporary use,
fails, I shall then offer an amendment embeodying in the bill the
«detailed items set out on page 2 of this report, and which, by
the statement of the director at that time, will be sufficient for
each of the purpeses therein named.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any
money in the asury not otherwise a E-gpr t for salaries and
-necessnr& ses for preparing for, ta , compiling, and publish-
ing the Thirteenth :Census of the Tnited States, rent of office quarters,
for carrying on doring the decennial census period all other census work
authorized and directed by law, including purchase, rental, construc-
tion, repair, and exchsffe of mechanical appliances, to continue avail-
able until June 30, 1912, §10,000,000.

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment as a substitute for the paragraph just read.

The CHATRMAN., The Clerk will report the substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert as a substitute after the first paragraph in the bill the follow-

ng
I$‘J'!eailoi“l.«ﬂ‘l, ete., That all atggroprlatlons made for the Census Office
for the fiscal year 1909 wh may be unired for the mn
operations of t .office during the month of July, 1908, are continu
and made available on the same basis for sald month or until such
time within said period as they may be provided for at the present
session of Congress in the ap&mpm on to be made for the Thirteenth
Decennial Census: Provided, That no greater amount expended
for such purposes than will be in the same proportion to the appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1909 as one-twel of a year bears te the
whole of said fiscal year; and the sums expended under the provisions
of this resolution shall be charged to and me a Elert of the appro-
riation to be hereafter made for the Thirteenth cennial Census.
he amount necessary to carry this resolution into effect is hereby up-
prontreigit‘gd out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise .appro-

Mr. SHERLEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to submit a 'parlia-
mentary inguiry as to whether it would be in order to offer an
amendment to the paragraph just read, after action by the com-
mittee upon the substitute, or whether it must be offered before
the vote upon the substitute?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of the opinion that it is
necessary to perfect the paragraph before voting on the sub-
stitute. Otherwise, after voting upon the substitute, I think it
would not be open to amendment.

Mr. SHERLEY. For that reason, then, I desire to offer now
the following amendment :

On line 11, on the first page, strike-out the words *“ ten million
«dollars ™ and substitute the following:

‘Supervisors $1, 000, 000
Enumerators 4, 500, 000
Special agents 700, 000
Office force 2, 100, 000
Tabulating machinery. X 4 250, 000
Cards for tabulating machines 100, 000
Alaska 856, 000
Porto Rico. 160, 000
Stationery 150, 000
Printing 250, 000

Administrative expenses -(travel, telegraph, furniture, ma-
chines 250, 000
Annual reports 2N 404, 000
Total 9, 949, 000

Now, Mr. Chairman, all T desire to say is that these figures
correspond exactly with the detailed statement sent in by Mr,
North, when Director of the Census, and, according to his state-
ment, are sufficient for the purposes for which they are to be
appropriated.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention
of the committee to the statement that Mr. North made when
before the Committee on Appreprintions on this very estimate,
in which he says:

You can not conduct a decennial census office in any dther way than
with a lump-sum appropriation, I think that is clear. That I8 what

we are up against. The pending cansus Dbill provides for a hundred ad-
ditional -clerks at salaries from $1,400 to $1,800. Those positions will
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be filled, practically all of them, by promotions from our regular force.
The vacancies thus created could only be filled h? appointment to the
statutory roll by calling on people from the civil service, regularly
certified people.

Now, he was discussing the guestion of modifying the classi-
fication and making an exact estimate npon which to base the
classification in this appropriation, which was in view of the
criticism of the Committee on Appropriations against making
lump-sum appropriations. The statement of the then Director
of the Census before the committee was that he regarded it as
an impracticable proposition.

Now, these items the gentleman has enumerated in his amend-
ment are submitted by the Department of Commerce and Labor
as a rough estimate. In submitting the statement he says:

‘Attention is directed to the fact that the larger part of the cost of
the Thirteenth Census will fall in the fiscal year beginning on that
date. It is the year in which all the expenses of supervisors and enu-
merators are incurred, together with the cost of tabulating machines,
large printing Dbills, and an increased expenditure for clerical help.

It is impossible to make an accurate estimate of the exact
amount which will be necessary for all of these different items.

Then he adds:

I may roughly estimate the census expenses of this first year as
follows.

And then he enumerates the amounts necessary for these
particular purposes, saying all the time, as everybody knows,
that it was a mere rough estimate of the amount required for
the various services, and nothing but a rough estimate could
be made at that time or can be made now.

Now, the appropriation for taking the census has always been
made as it is proposed to be made now, and always because of
the impossibility or the impracticability of the officials in charge
of taking the censns making a reasonably accurate estimate of
the various amounts required in the different branches of that
particular service. Now I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SHERLEY. Would there be any difficulty in correcting
any mistake that might be made in this rough estimate by mak-
ing appropriations to cover deficiencies in subsequent bills?

Mr. TAWNEY. Of course Congress can correct anything.

Mr. SHERLEY. Except money that is wrongly expended.
You can not correct that. It has gone.

Mr. TAWNEY. Why, as an illustration of that, here is a
note, in which he says:

Since the original estimate of the cost of the supervisors’ services
was made, the salaries to be paid these officers have been increased by
Congress by $300 each, an increase of $99,000.

I want to call attention to another fact. In one of the items
mentioned by the gentleman from Kentucky, that of tabulating
machines, $150,000 of that $250,000 which he now proposes to
appropriate has already been appropriated and is now available
for that purpose. It only goes to show, Mr. Chairman, that in
doing work of this character it is not possible to make an accu-
rate estimate as to the amount required for each specific item
of each particular branch of the service. I trust the amend-
ment will not prevail. I do not see that there is any force
in the suggestion, if the amount is insufficient in any one item
and a greater amount appropriated than is necessary in another,
that that ean be corrected hereafter. This amount when ap-
propriated will be allotted to the various branches of the service
involved in taking the census. Now, if one allotment is insuf-
ficient, and another allotment has been made in excess of the
amount required, the Director of the Census, or the Secretary
of Commerce and Labor, can adjust that allotment so as to
meet the requirements of the service and not to embarrass or
delay that service. I trust, therefore, the amendment will not
prevail.

Mr. SHERLEY. My, Chairman, just a word, with the com-
mittee’s indulgence, in reply. The gentleman suggested, rather
facetiously, that anything can be corrected by Congress. I sug-
gest to him that there is one thing that can not be corrected, and
that is the wrongful expenditure of public money that has al-
ready gone, and it is in order to prevent such possibility that I
suggest these details. If I have not been as accurate as the gen-
tleman would have me in getting up legislation, I desire to say
that I owe no apology to the gentleman, because he did not per-
mit any hearings to be had, in order that I could get more accu-
rate information, and I have at least been a little more specific
than the gentleman has in his bill. Again, I desire to say that
there is nothing mysterious about this matter, so that we ean
not take this statement and make a proper limit to the appro-
priation, and then, if necessity arises, make other appropriations
to cover any deficiencies that have arisen.

Mr. TAWNEY. I should like to ask the gentleman from Ken-
tucky this question: If it is not a fact that the amount specified
in his amendment of $1,000,000 is not ninety-nine thousand less
than the amount estimated by the department, and if his amend-

ment does not contain $100,000 more for tabulating machines
than is necessary?

Mr. SHERLEY. I do not know, not having any hearings, how
much they need for tabulating machines, but I can only guess at
it, as the gentleman has done.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kentucky.

The question was taken, and on a division (demanded by Mr.
SHERLEY) there were 25 ayes and 67 noes.

So the amendment was lost.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out all after the word “ States,” in line 6, and insert “for
salaries and necessary expenses for preparing for, taking, compiling, and
publishing the Thirteenth Census of the United States, S&O&),o{m, an-
thorized and directed by law.”

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman offer that as a sub-
stitute?

Mr. MACON. That is offered as an amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. It strikes out and inserts.

Mr. MACON. It.does not strike ont the first part, but it
strikes out all after the word “ States,” in line 6.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment, if adopted, will provide suffi-
cient funds for the preparation for taking the Thirteenth
Census. It appropriates $2,000,000 for that purpose. My idea
is that, without the matter having been investigated by a
proper committee, it is not proper at this time for Congress,
called in a special session to consider a revision of the tariff, to
make an appropriation to both prepare for and complete the
taking of the census when it will convene in regular session on
the first Monday of next December, and then by a proper com-
mittee can take up the work and present a bill to this House in
proper form and in a proper way and at a proper time,

Mr. Chairman, this bill is before the committee upon the cold-
blooded theory that might makes right and in absolute violation
of the rules of the House. We all know that under the rules
no matter can be considered that has not been properly referred
to a committee and properly reported by that committee and
placed upon the calendar except by unanimous consent, and
hence this bill is improperly before the House at this time, be-
cause objection was had to the request for unanimous consent.
That, in my judgment, is enough to condemn the proposition as
a whole. But if it is absolutely necessary to make an appro-
priation to prepare for the taking of the next census, we ought
not to go any further at this time than to make one sufficiently
large to provide for the preparation, and not for taking the
census in toto. That is the reason I have offered this amend-
ment, and it seems that reason ought to compel its adoption.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add at the end of the paragraph, line 11, page 1; insert a colon and
the roltowlt:jg:

“ Provided, That no part of this ap tolprlntlon shall be expended for
any printing or binding, including tabulating cards, other than that done
at the Government Printing Office, or a printlng office owned by the
United States aad operated by employees thereof.”

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
to that amendment that it is not germane and that it is new
legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota desire
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I claim that this is merely a
limitation on the appropriation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that the point of
order is not well taken, and that it is a limitation.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I am aware that the general
law requires that all printing and binding shall be done at the
Government I’rinting Office. Under the census bill, if it should
become a law, all printing and binding would be done at the
Government Printing Office. What the provisions of the old
bill are I do not know, but I have been informed that it must
be let out to competitive bids.

That language has been included in several bills for the last
fourteen or fifteen years, but within a short time back the
Comptroller of the Treasury has decided that under competitive
bids the Government Printing Office ean not bid upon printing,
or that no expenditure upon an appropriation bill containing
the competitive provision can be paid the Government Printing
Office for any printing. I have that opinion of the Comptroller
in my hands.
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Now, this office is owned by the Government, was built at a
eost of some $3,000,000, with more than a million dollars’ worth
of machinery in it. We buy our material at wholesale, and the
men in that Printing Office under the civil service come from
every State in the Union. 'When they come here and bring their
families with them, they ought to expect to be employed, and
not reduced or laid off, as was done this year on aecount of
printing being sent outside.

On April 29, 1909, there were 400 men idle in the Government
Printing Office, 200 of whom were compositors, men from the
different States. I know there were some from Missouri.
Three that I know of that were laid off came from there, and
also men from other States. Why should we not, then, take
care of that office as it ought to be taken care of, and where
the printing ought to be done as cheaply as can be done in any
part of the United States?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURPHY. Just one moment, and then I will yield to
the gentleman. There is another thing that is included in this
amendment, and that is the provision that 300,000,000 tabulat-
ing cards, which are printed, are to be considered as printed
matter. They are printed matter, and yet the Census Office
has never yet considered it printing, and it has been done out-
side without competitive bids or without any bid whatever.
There are 300,000,000; 100,000,000, as I understand, for popu-
lation, 100,000,000 for vital statistics, and 100,000,000 for agri-
culture. Those tabulating cards, according to the estimate of
the Director of the Census, cost about $100,000. It seems to
me those cards are printed matter, and they ought to be done
in the Government Printing Office, and I say they ean be done
there more cheaply than anywhere in the United States. They
say the printing can be done outside more cheaply, but I will
give you one instance of how it is done outside more cheaply.
They send down to the Government Printing Office and have
the type set up, and then it is made into plates, and then they
send down and get the plates and have the printing done out-
side, as the War Department has done within the last thirty
days to my own knowledge.

We can set the type and make the plates, but we can not
print, and that is the way it has been decided and is being
done. I say we are only carrying out the law in adopting this
amendment and in determining that tabulating cards are
printed matter. I now yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gen-
tleman if this is not true, and I am after infermation: Is not
the reason why 700 people are laid off now due fo the fact
that prior to the last election several hundred were put in
that they had no use for? The house was crowded from gar-
ret to floor, and they were in each other’s way, and one man
could not find his way to go to work without walking over
some other. That is what was done by the gentleman from the
Philippines to show the people over here how to run a print-
ing office. Now, when Mr. Donnelly got held of the Printing
Office, he was compelled, for decency’s sake, to let these people
off. I8 not that the reason why so many are idle now?

Mr. MURPHY. That, Mr. Chairman, is not my understand-
ing of it. My understanding is that because of the printing
being done elsewhere than at the Government Printing Office
is the reason, and my information comes pretty direct on that.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Can not the gentleman give us a specific
siti'lsﬁ_l’nce of that so as to show that printing is being done out-

de?

Mr. MURPHY. A copy of the Philippine tariff bill which
I saw was printed outside of the Government Printing Office.

Mr. TAWNEY, And so was the Cuban census bill, and paid
for by the Cuban Government. .

Mr. MURPHY. But this Philippine tariff bill which was
printed outside the Government Printing Office was on inferior
paper, and the printing and paper were of such quality that
they threw it away, refused to use it, sent to the Government
Printing Office and had it reprinted at an additional expense to
the Government of the United States. That is the character of
printing that we are getting outside of the Government Printing

Office.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the
gentleman, I want to say to him in all candor—I am not criti-
cising—having been on a committee that was pretty closely
related to the payments of all these bills, that I do not remem-
ber any printing done on the outside. I can not remember any,
and I do not want a mistake made here on the floor of the
House by the statement that these people are suffering for that
reason if it is not correct. I am after information, that is
all.

Mr. MURPHY. Does not the gentleman know that in several
bills it is provided that the printing shall be let out under the
competitive system? The gentleman knows that’is done in sey-

eral appropriation bills. It is let out to the highest bidder, and
yet the Comptroller of the Treasury has ruled, has handed down
a decision lately—the Government Printing Office, prior to
this recent ruling of the Comptroller, for fifteen years was al-
lowed to bid and procured a great many of these contracts—and
yet the Comptroller of the Treasury has, as I said, recently de-
cided that the Government Printing Office can not do the print-
ing under a law containing a competitive provision, but it must
be done on the ontside, If, Mr. Chairman, the printing at
the Government Printing Office is more expensive than it is
outside, there is something wrong down there that ought to be
investigated by the Joint Committee on Printing. When we own
our own shop, when we can buy our material as cheap or
cheaper than anyone in the world, when we own our own ma-
chinery, with the best and most skillful mechanics and printers
in the world, I say it is idle to suggest that printing can not be
done as cheap or cheaper and better than it can be done any- .
where else, and yet it is said by some——

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Will my colleague permit a gquestion?

Mr. MURPHY. Yes.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. In computing the prices that are to be
charged in the Government Printing Office is it not true that the
salaries of the administration of the Government Printing Office
are always taken into account in computing those prices, which
salaries would go on whether the printing is done in the Gov-
ernment Printing Office or not?

Mr. BUTLER. But you would not have the salaries to pay
if you did not do any printing, I suggest to the gentleman.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. What is that?

Mr. BUTLER. You would not have these officials if you did
no work in the Govermment Printing Office. You would not
hire them simply for the pleasure of hiring them.

Mr. BARTHOLDT. If you abolish it, if you simply cease
all printing because it could be done outside, but as long as we
have a printing establishment——

~Mr. TAWNEY. Mr, Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.
Are we not considering the bill under the five-minute rule?

The CHAIRMAN. We are; the time of the gentleman from
Missouri has expired.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Mr. Chalrman, a parliamentary in-
quiry. When did we get under the five-minute rule?

Mr. TAWNEY, When the gentleman was asleep, I guess.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Was general debate closed?

The CHATRMAN, Yes. The Chair will state to the gentle-
man from Missouri that nobody desiring to further address the
House in general debate the Clerk commenced the reading under
the five-minute rule, and we are now reading the bill under the
five-minute rule for amendment.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say in reply to the
gentleman from Missouri that, without affirmative legislation,
the printing for the taking of the next census could not be done
elsewhere than in the Government Printing Office or by the
Government. The law to-day would prevent it, and the bill
now in conference between the two Houses for the taking of the
next census espeeially provides for the printing of the Census
Bureau in the Government Printing Office. The limitation of
the gentleman from Missouri is therefore useless and unneces-
sary. It is simply enacting additional legislation on a subject
now covered by statute, and if that statute is not in effect when
the next census is taken the statute that will be in effect ex-
pressly provides for the printing, and I hope, therefore, the
gentleman’s amendment will not prevail.

Mr. MURPHY. I want to call the attention of the ehairman
of the Committee on Appropriations to the fact that these
300,000,000 tabulating cards, at an expense of $100,000, have been
held by the Director of the Census not be to printing; that is
nothing more nor less than a printed card, and therefore does
have to be sent to the Government Printing Office and is not
done at the Government Printing Office, and my amendment
covers those tabulating cards.

Mr. TAWNEY. I do not know about the tabulating
cards; we appropriate for tabulating machines; but I do know
that all the printing that is done in taking the next census
must be done by the Government unless there is some affirmative
action by Congress to the contrary. It is now provided for in
existing law and provided for in the bill now in conference be-
tween the two Houses.

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman permif a question?

Mr. TAWNEY. Certainly.

Mr. MURPHY. If the census is taken under the old law,
will all the printing have to be done at the Government Printing
Office?

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes. There was no printing done outside at
all in the taking of the last census. There was a provision for
doing the printing in the Census Bureau, which was changed or
modified by executive order or in some other way.
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Mr., LANGLEY. It was abolicshed by the permanent census
act. .
Mr. TAWNEY. It was abolished by the permanent census
act, but all printing was done at the Government Printing Office,
so there is no affirmative law authorizing printing to be done
outside of the government service, and it is unnecessary to limit
this appropriation.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to favor the pas-
sage of this amendment for the reason that it seems to me to
be ridiculous to invest so much money in a government printing
shop, in which are installed a large number of machines and
a good many salaried officers, whose pay will go on regardless
of whether we print this work in the shop or not. It seems to
me the very fact that there is a Government Printing Office
ought in itself to be sufficient argument for having all the gov-
ernment printing done there.

Mr. TAWNEY. That is the law row, and nobody proposes
to change it.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Then, why do you oppose the amendment?

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman does not know, from what
has been said here, why I am opposed to the amendment, I can
not tell him.

Mr. LANGLEY. It would be a duplication of legislation.

Mr. NICHOLLS. It seems to me there is some doubt on the
question. And for one I propose to resolve that doubt in favor
of having it done absolutely in the Government Printing Office.
Evidently there is a doubt, else the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. MurpHY] would not offer this amendment, and it can do
no harm.

Mr. LANGLEY. Will the gentleman explain what the doubt
is and where it arises? The present law expressly provides—
that is, the permanent census law—that all of this printing
shall be done in the Government Printing Office.

Mr. MURPHY. Then why are not the 300,000,000 tabulating
cards printed at the Government Printing Office?

Mr. LANGLEY. I presume the gentleman is referring to the
tabulating cards on which there is a patent—those cards that
were used in the machines rented by the Census Office from the
Tabulating Machine Company. That was the reason they could
not be prepared in the Government Printing Office. The Census
Office has since developed a system of mechanical tabulation of
its own, and is hereafter to do its own tabulating, and therefore
that question will probably not arise again in connection with
census work.

Mr. MURPHY. If the Assistant Director of the Census says
that he never considered the tabulating eards as printing, he
was mistaken, was he not?

Mr. LANGLEY. That has no bearing on the question now at
issue,

Mr. NICHOLLS. I do not wish to continue the discussion,
but wish to voice my sentiments; and inasmuch as there is a
doubt, this amendment can do no harm, and I hope it will be
adopted.

Trl’le CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. MURPHY].

The question was taken.

Mr. MURPHY. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided, and there were—ayes 23, noes 57.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAMER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Idaho [Mr. HAMER]
offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of paragraph 1, on page 1, insert a colon and the fol-
lowing :
0% Pgovidcd, That no part of this apgroprlation ghall be paid to any
employee appeinted to any position who shall not have first taken an
examination in the Btate or Territory in which sald employee resides,
nor to any such employee unless he or she shall have been actually
domiciled in such State or Territory for at least one year previous to
such examination.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on
that.

Mr, HAMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. I am ready
to submit this matter to the House.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Hurn of Jowa). The point of order
can be decided now. The gentleman’s amendment is to strike
out the period and insgert a colon, and follow that with the
proviso which has been read by the Clerk.

The Chair will state that the gentleman's amendment ap-
proaches very close to the line which passes beyond the point
of a limitation and might be held out of order as additional
legislation, and yet it is, in a sense, a limitation upon the appro-
priation. It is one of those questions that are so close to the
dividing line that a ruling either way would not do violence
to the rules of the House, but the Chair feels it is better for

the Committee of the Whole to pass upon this matter than for
the Chair to deprive them of that opportunity by sustaining the
point of order. The Chair therefore overrules the point of order,

The question is on the adoption of the amendment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GiLLerT].

Mr. GILLETT. Just one moment, because I think the House
has forgotten just what this amendment is. It is technically
drawn, but it simply provides that the present appropriations
are extended for one month. Now, personally, I think that
the discussion which has been had this morning will go a good
way toward removing the possible change I suggested in my
remarks. I still believe that the appropriation of $10,000,000
ought not to be made until we know what law it is made to
apply to.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one word
in reply. In view of the insinuation of the gentleman from
Massachusetts that there was some ulterior motive back of the
introduction of this bill at this time, I want to say there was no
thought on the part of myself or anyone that suggested the ne-
cessity for doing this, that it would in any way influence the
action of the conference committee having now under consider-
ation the legislation under which it is proposed to take the
next census. The gentleman has said he thought that hecause
that bill is now in conference, and that this appropriation was
proposed at this time, therefore it would afford an excuse to
those who were opposed to the present bill for not going on and
completing that conference and reporting an agreement to their
respective Houses,

If that is cause for arousing the suspicion of any man, the
gentleman is the only one who has discovered it.

I waut to say that if this amendment should be adopted, we
will, before the end of July, enact an appropriation bill carrying
appropriations for the taking of the next census which will also
be available for the expenditures of that department during the
same month. As I stated before, on investigation yesterday at
the Bureau of the Census, I found it would seriously complicate
the accounting for those expenditures. I hope, therefore, the
amendment will not be agreed to.
sﬁ'fhte CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the sub-

ute.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows: v

The Director of the Census is authorized to designate three commis-
sioners, with the status of gpecial agents, as provided by the permanent
census act, to represent the United States in the International Commis-
sion for ti‘l& Revision of the Classification of Diseases and Causes of
Death, called by the Government of France to meet at Parls in July,
1909, one of whom shall be chosen from the Census Office, one from the
organized medical profession, and one from the organized registration
officials of the United States. For the compensation and traveling ex-
penses of sald commissioners not exceeding $2,500 of the foregoing ap-
propriation may be expended.

Mr, KEIFER. I would like to inquire of the gentleman from
Minnesota if he will not consent to have the word “ organized,”
as it appears in line 6 of page 2, siricken out?

Mr. TAWNEY. I consent to that.

Mr. KEIFER. It relieves it of all possible difficulty.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 6, strike out the word * organized.”

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill to the House with the recom-
mendation that as amended it do pass,

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
snmed the chair, Mr. Hurr of Iowa, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee had had under consideration the bill H. R, 10033,
and had directed him to report the same back with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed
to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

I'age 2, line 6, strike out the word * organized.”

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, and being engrossed, it was accordingly read the third
time. -

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it. -

Mr. MACON. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 134, noes 31.




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

3785

Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that there is not a
quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas suggests
the absence of a quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the doors;
the Sergeant-at-Arms will bring in absent Members. As many
as are in favor of the passage of the bill will, as their names are
called, answer “yea;"” as many as are opposed will answer
“nay;" those present and not voting will answer * present;”
and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 122, nays 72,
answered “ present” 12, not voting 182, as follows:

YEAS—122, \

Alexander, Mo. Elvins Kahn Pearre $ 4
Anstin E‘ugtllehrlght Keifer Pratt :
Barchfeld Esc Kendall Pray
Barclay Fairchild Kennedy, Iowa Frince
Barnard Fish Kennedy, Ohio Reeder
Bartholdt Flood, Va. Kinkaid, Nebr, Reynolds
Bartlett, Ga. Focht Knowland Beott
Bennet, N. Y. Foster, Vt. Lamb Small
Bennett, Ky. Gaines Lanﬁley Smith, Cal.
Bingham Gardoer, N. J. Lassiter Smith, Towa.
Brownlow Graham, Pa. Law Steenerson
Burke, 8. Dak. Grant e Bterling
Butler Gronna Lindbergh Sulloway
Calderhead Guernsey Livingston Swasey
Campbell Hamer Longworth Tawney
(‘ass?dy Hamilton McCreary Taylor, Ala.
Chapmnn Hanna McKinney Taylor, Ohio
Cocks, N. Y, Haugen Madison Tener
Cole Hawley Martin, 8. Dak. Thistlewond
Cook Hay Miller, Minn. Thomas, Ohlo
Cooper, Pa., Heald Millington Tilson
Cowles Ilenriv;, Conn. Morehead Townsend
Crumpacker Higgins Morgan, Mo. Volstead
Dalzell Hill Morgan, Okla. Wanger
Denby Hinshaw Mge?hy Wheeler
Diekema Holllngsworth Needham Wiley

odds Howell, Utah Nye Woods, Towa
Dounglas Howland 0'Connell Young, Mich.
Driscoll, M. E. Hubbard, Towa Oleott Young, N. Y.
Dwight Hubbard, W. Va. Parker
Ellis Hull, Iowa Payne

NAYS—T2.

Adamson Dickson, Miss, Johnson, 8, C. Richardson
Alken Dies Keliher Rucker, Colo,
Beall, Tex. Dixon, Ind. Korbly Rucker, Mo.
Borland Ferris Latta Russell
Bowers Floyd, Ark. Macon Sheppard
Broussard Garner, Tex, Maguire, Nebr. Sherwood
Burgess Garrett Martin, Colo. Sims
Burnett Gill, Md, Mays Bisson
Byrd Glllespie Morrison Slayden
Byrns Greg Moss Smith, Tex.
Carlin Hamlin Nicholls Spight
Carter Hardy Oldfield Stephens, Tex,
Clark, Mo. Helm Page Taylor, Colo.
Collier Howard Palmer, A. M. Thomas, Ky.
Covington Hughes, Ga. Patterson Thomas, N. C.
Cox, Ind. Hull, Tenn, Poun Tou Velle
Cullop Humphreys, Miss. Randell, Tex. Watkins
De Armond Jamieson Rauch Wickliffe

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—12,

Bartlett, Nev. Cooper, Wis. Huff Loud
her Currier Hughes, W. Va. MeGuire, Okla.
Clayton Foster, Il Lever Bperry

Adair Denver Hammond McLachlan, Cal.
Alexander, N. Y. Draper Hardwick McLaughlin, Mich,
Allen Driscoll, D. A, Harrison MeMorran
Ames Durey Hayes Madden
Anderson Edwards, Ga. Heflin Malby
Andrus Edwards, Ky. Henry, Tex, Mann
Ansberry Ellerbe Hiteheock Maynard
Anthony Estopinal Hobson Miller, Eans,
Ashbrook Fassett Houston Mondell
Barnhart Finley Howell, N. J. Moon, Pa.
Bates Fitzgerald Hughes, N. I. Moon, Tenn,
Bell, Ga. Foelker Humphrey, Wash. Moore, I’a.
Boehne Fordney James Moore, Tex,
Boutell Fornes Johnson, KK Morse
Bradley Foss Johnson, Ohio u

Brantle; Foulkrod Jones Murdock
Burke, Fowler Joyce Nelson
Burleigh Fuller Kinkead, N. J. Norris
Burleson Gallagher Kitchin Olmsted
Calder Gardner, Mass., Knapp Padgett
Candler Gardner, Mich, Ko Palmer, H, W.
Cantrill Garner, Pa, Kronmiller Parsons
Capron Gill, Mo. Kiistermann Perkins
Cary Glllett Lafean Peters

Clark, Fla. Gilmore Langham Plckett
Cline Glass Lawrence Plumley
Conry Godwin Lenroot Polndexter
Coudrey Goebel Lindsay Pujo

Cox, Ohio Goldfogle Lloyd Rainey
Craig ood Londenslager Ransdell, La.
Cravens Gordon Lovering Reid

Creager Goulden Lowden Rhinock
Crow raft Lundin Riordan
Cushman Graham, 111, MeCall Roberts
Davidson Greene McDermott Robinson
Davis Griest McHenry Rodenber
Dawson Gri McKinlay, Cal. Rothermel
Dent Hamill McKinley, I11. Sabath

NOT VOTING—182,

Saunders Sna Talbott Weisse
Shackleford Bouthwick Tirrell > Willett
3har Sparkman TUnderwood Wilson, Il
heflield Stafford Vreeland Wilson, Pa.
herley Stanley Wallace Wood, Ni-d:
immons Stevens, Minn. Washburn Woodyard
Slentz:g Sturgiss Webb

Smith, Mich. Sulzer Weeks

- 8o the bill was passed.
The following pairs were announced :
For the session:
Mr. McMoreax with Mr. Pugo.
Mr. Cugrier with Mr. FINLEY.
Mr. BrapLEY with Mr. GOULDEN.
Until further notice:
Mr. Loup with Mr. PADGETT.
Mr. DawsoN with Mr. Epwarns of Georgia.
. OLMsTED with Mr. SaBaTH.
. LowpEN with Mr. McHENRY.
. LAWRENCE with Mr. LINDSAY.
. Mupp with Mr. RAINEY.
Mr. BurkEe of Pennsylvania with Mr. ForxEs.
Mr. Bates with Mr. Berr of Georgia.
. Sturerss with Mr. Sunzer.
Mr. AMes with Mr. ANSBERRY.
Mr, GeeESE with Mr. GOLDFOGLE.
. McKixrAy of California with Mr. BArTLETT of Nevada,
. MappEN with Mr., Moore of Texas.
. MANN with Mr. REm.
. MirLer of Kansas with Mr. Peregs,
Mr. RoBerTs with Mr. SAUNDERS.
Sxarp with Mr. SPARKMAN.
Mr. Woobpyarp with Mr. Wirsox of Pennsylvania.
. Norris with Mr. WALLACE.
. BENNETT 0of Kentucky with Mr. BRANTLEY,
. BurreEiea with Mr. BooHER.
. KAHN with Mr. ANDERSON.
. McKiniey of Illinois with Mr. FosTer of Illinois.
Mr. ForLer with Mr. Gramanm of Illinois.
. BouterLL with Mr. Gricas.
., Couprey with Mr. Girr of Missouri.
. Foster of Vermont with Mr. Pou.
. CaprroN with Mr. Jouxson of Kentucky.
. NELsoN with Mr. Cragg of Florida.
. ANprUs with Mr. RIoRDAN.
. MarpY with Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL.
. SourEwIicK with Mr. CoNRrY.
. AxtHONY with Mr. CRAVENS,
. McCarr with Mr. HARDWICK.
. ALLEN with Mr. LEVER.
. 8SmrrH of Michigan with Mr. JoNEs.
Mr. McGuire of Oklahoma with Mr. ROBINSON.
. Durey with Mr. DENT.
Mr. LaNGLEY with Mr. JAMES.
. GarxER of Pennsylvania with Mr. BARNHART,
. Sperry with Mr. Craic.
. Horr with Mr. HITCHCOCK.
. Goon with Mr., HaMmILL.
GoeBer. with Mr. Gorpox.
. GarpNer of Michigan with Mr. Gopwix,
. DrAPER with Mr. GALLAGHER.
. DavipsoN with Mr. ESTOPINAL.
. Crow with Mr. DENVER.
. SiamoNg with Mr, ASHBROOK.
. WiLsox of Illinois with Mr, WIiLLETT.
Mr. WeEKs with Mr. WEISSE.
Mr. VeEeLAND with Mr. WEens.
Mr. TRreLL with Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Mr. Stevexs of Minnesota with Mr. TALBOTT.
. SLEMP with Mr, STANLEY.
. RopENEERG with Mr. SHARP.
. PLuMLEY with Mr. SHACKLEFORD,
. PrcxerT with Mr. ROTHERMEL.
. PERKINS with Mr. RHINOCK.
Mr. Parsons with Mr. RansperL of Louisiana,
Mr. Murpock with Mr., Moox of Tennessee,
Mr. Moore of Pennsylvania with Mr. MAYNARD.
Mr. Moo~ of Pennsylvania with Mr. McDERMOTT.
Mr. MoxnpeELL with Mr. KITCHIN.
Mr. McLaveHLIN of Michigan with Mr. KiNxeEap of New
Jersey.
Mr. LoupENSLAGER with Mr. Lroyp. :
Mr. Kopp with Mr. HucHES of New Jersey.
Mr. LAFEAN with Mr. HousTtoN.
Mr. KUsTERMANN with Mr. HoBsox,
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Mr. Kronumirrer with Mr. HEFLIN.

Mr, Kxarp with Mr. HEsry of Texas.

Mr, Joyce with Mr. HARRISON.

Mr. HuueeiEY of Washington with Mr. HaumaoND,

Mr. Hayes with Mr, Grass.

Mr. GrIEST with Mr. GILMORE.

Mr. GrarF with Mr. FITZGERALD.

Mr. FourLkrop with Mr. ELLERBE.

Mr. Fassert with Mr. Cox of Ohio.

Mr. Epwagrps of Kentucky with Mr. CLINE.

Myr. Davis with Mr. CLAYTON.

Mr, CusaMAN with Mr. CANTRILL,

Mr. CAry with Mr, CANDLER.

Mr. Carper with Mr, BURLESON.

Mr. ALexanpER of New York with Mr. ApaArg.

Mr. LoveErING with Mr. BoeaNE except on the tariff.

For this day :

Mr, Gicrerr with Mr. SHERLEY.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr: DeExeyY). TUpon this ques-
tion the yeas are 122, the nays are 72, present 12. A quorum
is present, the yeas have it, and the bill is passed. The Door-
keeper will open the doors.

On motion of Mr. TAWNEY, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr., Bowers was given leave of absence indefinitely, on ac-
count of illness in family.
ADJOURNMENT.
Ar. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 3 o'clock and
8 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday next.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the president of
the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a copy of a communication from the board of education
relating to unexpended balances of certain appropriations for
school buildings (H. Doc. No. 64), was taken from the Speaker's
table, referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered
to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORTALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
of the following titles were introduced and seyerally referred
as follows:

By Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 1093%) prohibiting
the use of the United States mails for the purposes of extortion
and blackmail—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
Roads.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 10935) providing for the
adjustment of the grant of lands in aid of the construction of
the Corvallis and Yaquina Bay military wagon road, and of con-
flicting claims to lands within the limits of said grant—to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10936) to pay rural mail ecarriers the sum
of 10 cents per mile per day for each mile and fraction of a mile
over 24 miles long—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10937) to amend an act approved June 4,
1906, authorizing the use of the waters of Coosa River at Lock
No. 4, in Alabama—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R, 10938) to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to sell the timber off of the lands in Mays Gulf of
Little River in Alabama—to the Committee on the Public
Lands.

By Mr. BORLAND: A bill (H. R. 10939) to extend the pro-
visions of the pension acts of Jume 27, 1890, and of February
6, 1907, respectively, to all state militia and other organizations
that were organized for the defense of the Union and cooper-
ated with the military or naval forces of the United States in
suppressing the war of the rebellion—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 10840) appropriating an
additional amount of money for the purchase of a building
site for the city of Tiffin, Ohio—to the Committee on Appro-

tions,

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 10941)
to promote the American merchant marine in foreign trade and
the national defense, and for other purposes—to the Commit-
tee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 10942) to create a game
preserve to be known as the Siletz Elk Preserve—to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 10043) to amend section
13 of the naturalization law—to the Commiitee on Immigra-
tion ‘and Naturalization.

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 10044) to provide for the ex-
tension and enlargement of the public building at Chester, Pa.—
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10945) in amendment of an act entitled
“An act to increase pension for total deafness"—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. . 10046) to erect a monument on Brandy-
wine battlefield, Chester County, Pa.—to the Committee on the
Library. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 10947) to establish a national military
park at the Brandywine battle ground, Pennsylvania—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 10948) to make Cherry-
vale, in the State of Kansas, a subport of entry, and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. . 10949) to provide for enter-
ing the surfaces of certain mineral lands in Alabama—to the
Committee on the P'ublic Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10950) granting certain lands belonging
to the United States and situated in the State of Alabama te
the State of Alabama for the use and benefit of the commeon
schools of that State—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 10951) giving rural mail earriers holiday
on the 25th day of December of each year—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. . 10052) to cooperate with the
States in encouraging instruction in farming and home making
in agricultural secondary schools with branch experiment sta-
tions, instruction in the nonagricultural industries and in home
making in city secondary schools, and in providing teachers
for these vocational subjects in state normal schools, and te
appropriate money therefor and to regulate its expenditure—to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. THOMAS of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 10053) for the
erection of a public building at Glasgow, Barren County, Ky.—
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 10954) for the erection of a public building
at Central City, Muhlenberg County, Ky.—to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 10055) fo erect a monument
to the memory of John Morton—to the Committee on the
Library.

By Mr. DAVIDSON: Resolution (H. Res. 80) providing for
salary of assistant document clerk—to the Committee on
Accounts. .

By Mr. BUTLER : Resolution (H. Res. 81) proposing to make
the Post-Office Department self-sustaining—to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. WEISSE: Memorial of the legislature of Wisconsin,
asking Congress to remove the tariff on lumber—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Also, memorinl of the legislature of Wisconsin, respecting
national aid for the construction of main highways—to the
Committee on Agriculture. )

Also, memorial of the legislature of Wisconsin, asking Con-
gress to enact a law providing for physical valuation of rail-
ronds—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By the SPEAKER : Memorial of the legislature of Wisconsin,
praying for national aid in the construction of highways—to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Wiseonsin, praying for
legislation to provide for the physical valnation of railroads—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows :

By Mr. AUSTIN : A bill (H. It. 1095G) for the relief of Walter
Lee Christenberry—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10957) granting a pension to R. II. Welch—
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10958) granting a pension to Mattie R.
Willoughby—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10959) granting a pension to Mary B.
McCubbins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10960) granting an inerease of pension to
Benjiman Ellison—te the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 10961) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander McNabb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 10962) granting an in-
crease of pension to Edward Joseph Chester—to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. BORLAND : A bill (H. R. 10963) granting an increase
of pension to Elizabeth Carroll—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10964) for the relief of A. L. H. Cren-
shaw—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 10965) for the relief of
A. L. Hays—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10966) for the relief of D. W. Jarrett—to
the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R, 10967) for the relief of Mrs. 8. V. Burks,
late postmaster at Vinemont, Ala.—to the Committee on
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10968) for the relief of Nathan Whitaker,
of Marshall County, Ala.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10969) for the relief of W. W. Roden, of
Dekalb County, Ala.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10970) for the relief of William J. Rob-
ertson—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10971) for the relief of the heirs of
ILeonard Daniel, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10972) for the relief of the estate of
Elizabeth Blakemore, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10973) granting a pension to John C.
Anderson—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10974) granting a pension to Pauline E.
Hauk—to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10975) granting a pension to Annie
Abney—to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 10976) granting a pension to John H.
Pepper—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10977) granting a pension to Jesse .
Lott—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10978) granting a pension to Samuel D.
Minor—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10979) granting a pension to Stephen D.
Kennamer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10980) granting a pension to Mary Walls—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10981) granting a pension to Jacob L.
Kennamer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10982) granting a pension to Elizabeth A.
Driskell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10983) granting a pension to Jerry Wild-
man—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10984) granting a pension to Nancy L.
Kirby—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10985) granting a pension to Daniel B.
Norwood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10986) granting a pension to J. I. Marbut,
alias John Robinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10987) granting a pension to Alexander
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10988) granting a pension to Henry Mor-
ris—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10989) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Shafer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10990) granting an increase of pension to
Emma H. Cooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10991) granting an increase of pension to
George F. Amos—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10992) granting an increase of pension to
Mary B. Minton—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10993) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of James W. Gutherie—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10994) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of F. M. Bruce—to the. Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10995) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of George W. Denson—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs. '

Also, a bill (H. R. 10996) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Joseph A. Choate—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10997) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of Robert A. Godsey—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10998) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of the Methodist

Episcopal Church South, of Oak Bowery, Ala.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10999) to authorize James Pitts o select
lands in lieu of lands lost by reason of the act of June 3, 1856,
granting lands to certain railroad companies—to the Com-
mittee on the Publie Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11000) granting an increase of pension to
Henry T. Steffey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11001) granting an increase of pension to
Frances Davis—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11002) granting a pension to James M.
Ledbetter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 11003) granting a pension to
Frank E. Laurence—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11004) for the relief -of J. Howard
Mitchell—to the Committee on Claims.

_ Also, a bill (H. R. 11005) for the relief of David Brinton—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11006) for the relief of Lieut. Jerome E.
Morse, United States Navy, retired—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11007) for the relief of Pacific Pearl Mul-
lett, administratrix of the estate of the late Alfred B. Mullett—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11008) for the relief of Oliva J. Baker,
widow of Julian G. Baker, late quartermaster, United States
Navy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11009) for the relief of Julius A, Kaiser—
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11010) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Stewart & Co. and A, P, H. Stewart—to the Committee
on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11011) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of John Roach, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11012) granting an honorable discharge to
Alfred L. Dutton—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11013) referring the claim of William H.
Diamond, of Chester, Pa., for damages for personal injuries
sustained, to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11014) to pay the Standard Steel Casting
Company for one 6-inch gun casting—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs. !

By Mr. DIEKEMA : A bill (H. R.11015) granting an increase
of pension to Delia L. Mills—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11016) granting an increase of pension to
Francis M. Forman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11017) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Crawford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11018) granting a pension to Mary A.
Slack—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11019) granting a pension to Carrie Belle
Barr—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ELLIS: A bill (H. R. 11020) granting an increase of
pension to Lorenzo Jean—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11021) granting an increase of pension to
James C. Conrad—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 11022) granting an in-
erease of pension to Orra M. Dimcan—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11023) granting an increase of pension to
Patrick 8. Doig—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. FOELKER : A bill (H. R. 11024) granting an increase
of pension to Sarah BE. Bapp—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11025) to remove
the charge of desertion from the record of Jasper N. Easley—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GRIGGS: A bill (H. IR. 11026) granting a pension to
Capt, Thomas N. Hopkins—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HAMER : A bill (H. R. 11027) granting an increase
of pension to Edwin P. Durell—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. .

By Mr. HINSHAW : A bill (H. R, 11028) granting a pension
to Melissa R. Vaughn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUGHES of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 11029) granting
an increase of pension to Peter Sheppard—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: A bill (H. R, 11030) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Willianm Reinhart—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 11031)
for the relief of 8. Ellen Boyd, administratrix of the estate of
Mary Dean, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.
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By Mr. McHENRY : A bill (H. R. 11032) granting an increase
:;.’ pension to David Ruckel—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. MILLINGTON: A bill (H, R. 11033) granting a pen-
sion to Jennie H. Read—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MURPHY : A bill (H. R. 11034) granting a pension
to Jolhm E. McQuade—to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. REYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 11035) granting a pen-
gion to Jonathan Witt—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11036) granting a pension to Elmer A,
Rodkey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11037) granting an increase of pension to
Frank M. Amos—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11038) granting an increase of pension to
Franklin Lear—to-the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11039) granting an increase of pension to
Morris Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11040) granting an increase of pension to
David B. Armstrong—to the Committee on Invalid Peusions.

Also, a bill (H. BR. 11041) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Dignan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11042) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Bollinger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RICHARDSON : A bill (H. R. 11043) granting a pen-
gion to J. L. Jones—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11044) granting a pension to George W.
Gilehrist—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11045) granting an increase of pension to
Frederick Klammer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11046) granting an inerease of pension to
Fletcher Matthews—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11047) granting an increase of pension to
George D. Steele—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11048) for the relief of Preston Sandifer—
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SHERLEY : A bill (H. R. 11049) granting a pension
to Mary McJenkins—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11050) granting a pension to Lottie B.
Galleher—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMALL: A bill (H. R. 11051) for the relief of W. 8.
Barnett—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. THOMAS of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 11052) granting
an inerease of pemnsion to Japhet N. Duvall—io the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 11053) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Doss—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11054) granting an increase of pension to
Edward J. Hurley, alias John Williams—to the Committee on
Inyvalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 11055) granting an
increase of pension to Rollin A. Waters—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TOWNSEND: A bill (H. R. 11056) granting a pen-
sion to George 8. Mann—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11057) granting pensions to Fred J. Jewell
and Esther E. Jewell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr., WANGER: A bill (H. R. 11058) granting an increase

of pension to William Kelly—to the Committee on Inwvalid |

Pensions,

By Mr. WICKLIFFE: A bill (H. R. 11059) for the relief of
the estate of Francisco Deccoro, deceased—to the Committee
on War Claims.

By Mr. COVINGTON: A bill (H. R. 11060) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charles M. Watkins—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXTI, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Petition of Workingmen's Protective Tar-
iff League, of Philadelphia, Pa., expressing confidence in Speaker
CANNoN, Chairman Payxg, of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and Chairman ArpricH, of the Senate Committee on
Finance, in their actions in relation to tariff revision—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of May Royse, Lela Knapp, Mary Coolahan,
Mrs. Louise Stilson, Mrs. A. C. MacDonald, Mrs. Jane Thomp-
gon, and 66 others, protesting against the increased duty on
women’s gloves—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of B. J. Jeffrey, of Milton, Wis., and T. M.
Griffin, of Fitzgerald, Ga., praying for the reduction of the duty
on sugar—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Helena (Mont.) Commereial Club, praying
for legislation to increase the authority and power of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Reno (Nev.) Cemmercial Club and of citi-
Zens of Reno, praying for legislation governing the Interstate
Commerce Commission concerning freight rates—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Wilmington (Del.) Board of Trade, praying
for legislation for the establishment of a department of public
works—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of Council of the Diocese of Lexington, Ky.,
praying for legislation right in the sight of God, just and true
to all the people—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Waynesboro, Tunkhannock, Gap Run, and
Church Grove councils, of the Order of United American Me-
chanics in Tennessee, praying for legislation for the exclusion
of Asiaties—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of Patriotic Order of the Sons of America,
prnylng for the abrogation of the Russian extradition treaty—
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BARCHFELD : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Edward J. Chester—to the Committee on Iensions.

By Mr. CASSIDY: Petition of Miss B. Nicholls and 242
other ladies, residents of Cleveland, Ohio, against increase of
tariff on women's gloves—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of eouncil of the city of Cleveland, Ohio, favor-
ing placing of erude asphalt on the free list—to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of committee of cigar manufacturers and Lan-
easter County (Pa.) Growers' Association, against free im-
portation of Philippine tobacco—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Lake Region Waterways Assoclation, of Lake
County, Fla., for improvement of the upper,Ocklawaha River
and its tributaries—to the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors.

By Mr. CHAPMAN : Petition of Board of Trade of Cairo, 111,
favoring work of the Weather Bureau—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of 70 citizens of Fort Wayne, Ind.,
for reduction of duty on wheat to 10 cents per bushel—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIS: Petition of Woman's Literary Club of St.
Petersburg, Minn.,, for reduction of duty on raw and refined
sugar—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Algo, petitions of People’s Store and others, of Norwood ; Econ-
omy Cash Store, of Jordan; John Feider and others, of Belle-
plaine; and A. W. Scharping and others, of Arlington, all in
the State of Minnesota, against a pareels-post law—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Frederick Iltis and others, of Alaska, Minn.,
favoring protection of the beet-sugar industry—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Petition of J. W. Holliday
Post, No. 12, Department of West Virginia, Grand Army of the
Republie, against placing portrait of Jefferson Davis on silver
senl;:of battle ship Mississippi—to the Committee on Naval

By Mr. HULL of Towa: Petition of business men of Maxwell,
Colling, Polk City, Ankeny, and Mitchelville, all in the State of
Towa, against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi: Paper to accompany
bill for relief of the estate of Mary Dean—to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Monmouth
County Historical Association, of New Jersey, favoring law
against use of American flag for advertising purposes—to the
Committee on, the Judiciary.

By Mr. JAMIESON: Papers to accompany bills for relief of
James A, Butt, Elisha Stearns, and James W. Pray—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LINDBERGH : Petition of business men of Melrose,
Minn., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. MILLINGTON : Petition of residents of RRome, Herki-
mer, and Illion, N. Y., favoring a parcels-post law—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Iloads.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Jennie H. Read—ito
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Alr. NYE: Petition of Willlam Welch, of Minneapolis,
Minn,, for an amendment to the Constitution of the United
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States authorizing annulment of charters of corporations—io
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Frank M. Amos, Jonathan Witt, Alexander Ballinger, and Daniel
A, Lamberson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, petition of ecitizens of Colerain Township, Bedford
County, Pa., favoring abrogation of the Russian extradition
treaty—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Blair County, Pa., for reduction
of tariff on wheat to not over 10 cents per bushel—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RICHARDSON : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Preston Sandifer—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of Delta County
(Colo.) Business Men's Association, against any change in tariff
rates on sugar—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE,
Frivay, June 25, 1909.

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.

The VICE-PRESIDENT resumed the chair.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Hare, and by unanimous
consent, its further reading was dispensed with.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal will stand approved.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a commumi-
cation from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the court
in the cause of Hardinia P. Kelsey and Mildred E. Franklin,
heirs of Hardin P. Franklin, deceased, v. United States (8. Doc.
No. 113), which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to
the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed.

WOOL AND WOOL PRODUCTS.

Mr. HALE. I present resolutions adopted by the board of
directors of the Carded Woolen Manufacturers’ Association.
The resolutions need not be read, but I ask that they be printed
in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to lie
on the table and be printed in the Recorn, as follows:

CARDED WOOLEN MANUFACTURERS' ABSOCIATION,
Boston, Mass., June 23, 1909.

Whereas the American carded woolen industry is seriously burdened
by inequalities in the present tariff on wool and wool products, to such
an extent as to threaten the existence of this industry; and

Whereas the tariff bill as passed by the House of Representatives
made negligible changes looking to a removal of these burdens, and the
bill as approved by the vote of the Senate makes no chinges at all ; and

Whereas the President of the United States has in a message to Con-
gress urged the adoption of an amendment to the tarif bill providing
for a tax on the income of corporations and not of individuals:

Therefore the Carded Woolen Manufacturers’ Association hereby re-
quests the President to supplement his message to Congress by another
recommendation that Congress adopt a thorough aud honest amendment
to Schedule K of the pending tariff bill, which will remove the present
inﬁqaualgiea that now oppress this industry and the consumers of its
products.

CENSUS APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. HALE. I am directed by the Committee on Appropria-
tions, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 10933) making
appropriations for the expenses of the Thirteenth Decennial
Census, and for other purposes, to report it without amend-
ment, and I submit a report (No. 8) thereon. I ask that it be
printed, and, with the leave of the Senate, I will call it up for
consideration to-morrow morning after the eonclusion of {he
morning business.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the
calendar.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 2740) to recognize meritorious services of persons
who served as officers of volunteers during the civil war; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2741) for the relief of Mary Cairney; and

A bill (8. 2742) to carry into effect the judgment of the Court
of Claims in favor of the contractors for building the U. 8. bat-
tle ship Indiana; to the Committee on Claims,

A bill-(8. 2743) granting an increase of pension to Isaac Arm-

strong;

A bill (8. 2744) granting an increase of pension to Charles
W. Abbott;
A bill (8. 2745) granting a pension to Rachel M. Hunt;

A bill (8. 2746) granting a pension to Eliza 8. Blumer;

A bill (8. 2747) granting a pension to surviving officers and
enlisted. men of the Regular Army who served in the Philippine
Islands ninety days or more;

A bill (8. 2748) granting a pension to Sarah Ann Bradford;

A bill (8. 2749) granting an increase of pension to Frank
Coogan, alias Francis O'Cleary;

Wﬁitbm (8. 2750) granting an increase of pension to Albion
e;

FoAstbm (8. 2751) granting an increase of pension to Jacob
ust ;

A bill (8. 2752) granting a pension to Eliza Wilson;

A bill (8. 27568) granting an increase of pension to Patrick
Ambrose;

AIIA bill (8. 2754) granting an increase of pension to Annie M.
en ;

A bill (8. 2755) granting a pension to Henry Coleman ;

A bill (8. 2756) granting a pension to George Crow;

A bill (8. 2757) granting an increase of pension to Eliza L.

Cake;

A bill (8. 2758) granting an increase of pension to David A.
Buchanan; and

A bill (8. 2759) granting a pension to Thomas J. Parker
(with the accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BURROWS:

A bill (8. 2760) granting a pension to Joseph F. Bartini
(with the accompanying papers) ; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. BULKELEY :

A bill (8. 2761) to improve the navigation of the Connecti-
cut River between Hartford and Holyoke and to develop water
power in connection therewith; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GUGGENHEIM :

A bill (8. 2762) granting an increase of pension to John W.
Goodlander (with the accompanying paper) ; to the Committee
on Pensions.

AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr. BRADLEY submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equal-
ize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States,
and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table
and be printed.

Mr. ELKINS. I desire to offer an amendment to the pend-
ing tariff bill. It consists of only 5 lines, and can come in at
the appropriate place. I ask that it be read.

The amendment was read, ordered to be printed, and to lie
on the table, as follows:

On all goods, wares, and merchandise, and articles of every kind im-
ported in ships or vessels of the United States, there shall be allowed
a reduction of 5 per cent in the duties prescribed by law to be levied,
collected, and paid on such goods, wares, and merchandise.

Mr. BEVERIDGE submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 1448) to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and be printed.

Mr. DICK submitted two amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize du-
ties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and for
othlgr purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table and he
printed.

INHERITANCE-TAX LAWS,

Mr, BULKELEY. I ask leave to have printed as a document
(8. Doc. No. 114) a publication by the Department of Commerce
and Labor in relation to the tax laws of Great Britain, France,
and Germany, together with an outline of inheritance taxation in
the United States. A limited edition was printed in 1907, but the
demand for it has been very great. Upon application for copies,
I was informed by the department that they had but one copy
on their files, which they loaned me. The estimate for the print-
ing is attached to the publication I send to the desk.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to make a statement. I
am not going to object to the printing of the document at this
time, but I wish to state to the Senator and to the Senate that
the Committee on Printing feel that in the future propositions
to print documents ought to be referred to them, and allow them
to pass upon it before an order is made without consideration.
I merely want to make that statement. I do not intend to
object to this order.

Mr, BULKELEY. I should like to have 1,000 additional
coples printed. The estimate for an additional number is also
attached to the publication.

There being no objection, the order was reduced to writing
and agreed to, as follows:

That 1,000 additional copies of Senate Doeument No. 114

Ordered,
Sixty-first Congress, first session, " Inheritance-Tax Laws,” be print
for the use of the Senate document room. = vrinted
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